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Aug.  18,  1961  Sen.  Long,  Hawaii,  introduced  and  discussed  S. 

2UU2  which  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee.  Print  of  bill  and  remarks 
of  Sen.  Longo 


Aug. 

29, 

1961 

Rep.  O'Hara  introduced  H.  R.  8962  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 
Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Feb. 

6, 

1962 

House  subcommittee  voted  to  report  H.  R.  8962  to 
the  full  committee. 

Feb. 

21, 

1962 

House  committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  8962 

Feb. 

26, 

1962 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  8962  with  amendment. 
H.  Report  No.  1389.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Mar. 

5, 

1962 

House  passed  over  H.  R.  8962  at  request  of  Rep. 

Ford. 

Mar. 

19, 

1962 

House  passed  over  H.  R.  8962  at  request  of  Rep. 

Ford. 

Apr. 

2, 

1962 

House  passed  over  H.  R.  8962. 

Apr. 

16, 

1962 

House  passed  over  H.  R.  8962. 

May 

7, 

1962 

House  passed  over  H.  R.  8962. 

May 

9, 

1962 

Rep.  Bailey  introduced  H.  R.  11665  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 
Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

May 

10, 

1962 

House  committee  voted  to  report  a  clean  bill  in 
lieu  of  H.  R.  8962  (H.  R.  11665). 

May 

1^ 

1962 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  11665  without  amend¬ 
ment.  H.  Report  No.  1673.  Print  of  bill  and  report 

May 

21, 

1962 

H.  R.  8962  was  removed  from  the  consent  calendar. 

May 

22, 

1962 

Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  11665.  H.  Res,  657,  H.  Report 

May  31,  1962 
5,  1962 


No.  1726).  Print  of  resolution  and  report. 
Summary  of  H.  R.  11665  as  reported  by  committee. 
House  began  debate  on  H.  R.  11665. 

House  continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11665. 
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June  6,  1962 
June  7,  1962 

Aug.  ll,  1962 
Sept.  5,  1962 
Sept.  7,  1962 

Sept.  11,  1962 

Sept.  21,  1962 
Oct.  1,  1962 
Oct.  2,  1962 

Oct.  h,  1962 
Oct.  |5*,  1962 


House  passed  H.  R.  11665  with  amendments. 

H.  R.  11665  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Print  of  bill  as 
referred. 

Senate  subcommittee  voted  to  report  H.  R.  11665 
with  amendment. 

Senate  committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  11665. 

Senate  committee  reported  H.  R.  11665  with  amend¬ 
ments.  S.  Report  No.  2016.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

Sen.  Javits  submitted  proposed  amendments  to 
H.  R.  11665. 

Senate  passed  H.  R.  11665  as  reported. 

House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

Both  Houses  received  and  Senate  agreed  to  conference 
report  on  H.  R.  11665.  H.  Report  No.  2512.  Print 
of  report. 

House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Approved:  Public  Law  87-823. 


Hearings:  H.  Education  and  Labor  Committee  on  H.  R. 

U688,  etc. 


S.  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  on 
S.  2kh2  and  H.  R.  11665. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  87-823 


NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT  AMENDMENTS.  Amends  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  by  changing  the  method 
of  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  and  Territories  by  taking  the  factor  of 
participation  into  account.  Provides  that  such 
apportionments  will  be  based  upon  the  number  of  lunches 
served  under  the  program  in  each  State  in  the  preceding 
fiscal  year,  and  the  State* s  need  for  assistance,  as 
measured  by  State  per-capita  income.  Provides  for  a 
three-year  transition  to  the  new  formula  with  25  percent 
of  the  funds  being  apportioned  on  the  new  formula  the 
first  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  50  percent  the  second 
year,  and  75  percent  on  the  new  formula  the  third  year. 
Authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $10,000,000  for  fiscal 
year  1963,  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each 
succeeding  fiscal  year,  to  provide  special  food  assis¬ 
tance  to  schools  which  draw  their  attendance  from  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist.  Extends  the 
school  lunch  program  to  American  Samoa  and  makes  a  special 
provision  for  the  apportionment  of  funds  to  American 
Samoa  during  the  five  years  beginning  July  1,  1962. 
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THURSDAY,  AUGUST  31,  1961 

House  of  Representatives, 

General  Subcommittee  on  Education  of  the 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  9:45  a.m.,  in  room  429, 
Old  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Cleveland  M.  Bailey  (chairman  of 
the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Bailey,  Brademas,  O’Hara,  Quie,  and 
Garland. 

Also  present:  Robert  E.  McCord,  subcommittee  staff  director. 

Mr.  Bailey.  The  subcommittee  will  be  in  order. 

The  subcommittee  has  convened  today  for  the  purpose  of  hearing 
different  proposals  contained  in  H.R.  4688,  H.R.  4764,  H.R.  6209,  and 
with  particular  reference  to  H.R.  8962  introduced  by  a  member  of  the 
committee,  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan. 

(The  bills  referred  to  follow:) 

[H.R.  4688,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  fund 
available  under  such  Act,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  1753)  is  amended  by  inserting  ‘•(a)”  after  “Sec.  4.”  by  striking  out 
“Alaska,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands”. 
Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further  amended  by  striking  out 
the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  sentences  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu 
of  such  sentences  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(b)  Subject  to  the  limitations  imposed  in  subsection  (d),  apportionment 
among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount 
of  the  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method: 
First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2) ;  second, 
divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States;  and  third,  apply 
the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned:  Provided,  however, 
That  proportionate  adjustments  shall  be  made  as  necessary  to  provide  that  the 
sum  available  to  any  State  is  not  less  than  5  cents  times  the  participation  rate 
for  such  State. 

“  (c)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“  (1)  the  participation  rate  of  a  State  shall  be  the  number  of  type  A 
lunches  served  by  participating  schools  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  of  each  State  shall  be  determined  by  assign¬ 
ing  a  value  of  five  to  each  of  the  States  and  by  increasing  the  value  of  five 
for  each  State  having  an  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the  States  by  the  ratio  that  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  of  each  such  State  bears  to  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  of  all  the  States,  up  to  a  maximum  value  of  nine. 

“  (3)  the  per  capita  income  figures  used  in  determining  the  assistance  need 
rates  under  this  section  shall  be  the  average  of  those  certified  by  the  Depart- 
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ment  of  Commerce  for  the  latest  three  years  for  which  such  figures  are 
available. 

“(4)  ‘school’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school 
grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

“(d)  In  the  event  that  the  amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this 
section  does  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  5  cents  times  the  sum  of  the  partici¬ 
pation  rates  for  all  States,  the  assistance  need  rate  for  each  State  shall  be  the  rate 
obtained  by  dividing  the  sum  of  the  participation  rates  for  all  States  into  the 
amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this  section.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1754)  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  “Alaska,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1755)  is  amended 
(1)  by  inserting  “(a)”  after  “Sec.  6”,  (2)  by  striking  out  “for  his  administrative 
expenses”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “for  use  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)”, 
and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  Two-sevenths  of  the  funds  made  available  for  use  as  provided  in  this 
subsection  may  be  granted  by  the  Secretary  to  State  educational  agencies  which 
request  such  funds  for  use  by  such  agencies  in  meeting  their  administrative 
expenses.  The  amount  which  may  be  granted  a  State  educational  agency  under 
this  subsection  may  not  exceed  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total  funds  available  for  distribution  under  this  subsection  as  that  State’s  appor¬ 
tionment  under  section  4  for  the  year  bears  to  the  total  funds  being  apportioned. 
The  remainder  of  such  funds  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative 
expenses.” 

Sec.  4.  The  first  sentence  of  section  9  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1758)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Lunches  served  by  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  school  lunch  program  for  which  reimbursements  are  paid  under 
this  Act  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
for  type  A  lunches  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1759)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  five  and  seven¬ 
teen,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  total 
number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State  attending  school”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “participation  rate  for  all  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  the  State  is  of  the  participation  rate  for  the  State”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  11(d)(1)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1760)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  Alaska,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the 
fifty  States  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands”. 

Sec.  7.  Section  11(c)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1760)  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “materials  of  instruction”  the  words  “on 
any  State  educational  agency  or”. 

Sec.  8.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  July  1,  1961. 


[II. R.  4764,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  to  provide  for  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  funds 
available  under  such  Act,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
(42  U.S.C.  1753)  is  amended  bv  inserting  “(a)”  after  “(Sec.  4.”  by  striking  out 
“Alaska,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands”.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further  amended  by 
striking  out  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh  sentences  thereof  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  of  such  sentences  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

“(b)  Subject  to  the  limitations  imposed  in  subsection  (d),  apportionment 
among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of 
the  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method: 
First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2);  second, 
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divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States;  and  third,  apply  the 
figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned:  Provided,  however, 
That  proportionate  adjustments  shall  be  made  as  necessary  to  provide  that  the 
sum  available  to  any  State  is  not  less  than  5  cents  times  the  participation  rate  for 
such  State. 

“(c)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  the  participation  rate  of  a  State  shall  be  the  number  of  type  A 
lunches  served  by  participating  schools  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(2)  the  assistance  need  rate  of  each  State  shall  be  determined  by  assign¬ 
ing  a  value  of  five  to  each  of  the  States  and  by  increasing  the  value  of  five 
for  each  State  having  an  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the  States  by  the  ratio  that  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  of  each  such  State  bears  to  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  of  all  the  States,  up  to  a  maximum  value  of  nine. 

“(3)  the  per  capita  income  figures  used  in  determining  the  assistance  need 
rates  under  this  section  shall  be  the  average  of  those  certified  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  for  the  latest  three  years  for  which  such  figures  are 
available. 

“(4)  ‘school’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school 
grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

“(d)  In  the  event  that  the  amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this 
section  does  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to  5  cents  times  the  sum  of  the  partici¬ 
pation  rates  for  all  States,  the  assistance  need  rate  for  each  State  shall  be  the 
rate  obtained  by  dividing  the  sum  of  the  participation  rates  for  all  States  into  the 
amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this  section.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1754)  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  “Alaska,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands”. 

Sec.  3.  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1755)  is  amended 
(1)  by  inserting  “(a)”  after  “Sec.  6”,  (2)  by  striking  out  “for  his  administrative 
expenses”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “for  use  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)”, 
and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  Two-sevenths  of  the  funds  made  available  for  use  as  provided  in  this 
subsection  may  be  granted  by  the  Secretary  to  State  educational  agencies  which 
request  such  funds  for  use  by  such  agencies  in  meeting  their  administrative  ex¬ 
penses.  The  amount  which  may  be  granted  a  State  educational  agency  under 
this  subsection  may  not  exceed  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total 
funds  available  for  distribution  under  this  subsection  as  that  State’s  apportion¬ 
ment  under  section  4  for  the  year  bears  to  the  total  funds  being  apportioned.  The 
remainder  of  such  funds  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative 
expenses.” 

Sec.  4.  The  first  sentence  of  section  9  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1758)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “Lunches  served  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school  lunch  program  for  which  reimbursements  are  paid  under  this 
Act  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  for 
type  A  lunches  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional  research.” 

Sec.  5.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1759)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclu¬ 
sive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  total  number  of 
persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  “participation  rate  for  all  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
the  State  is  of  the  participation  rate  for  the  State”. 

Sec.  6.  Section  11(d)(1)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1760)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  Alaska,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands”,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “  ‘State’  includes  any  of  the 
fifty  States  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands”. 

Sec.  7.  Section  11(c)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1760)  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  words  “materials  of  instruction”  the  words  “on 
any  State  educational  agency  or”. 

Sec.  8.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  July  1,  1961 
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[H.R.  6209,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  additional  funds  for  carrying  out  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  in  the  fiscal  year  1961 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hotise  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to 
utilize  from  funds  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  an  amount  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000,000  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1751-1760)  during  the  remainder  of  the  fiscal  year 
1961.  Such  sums  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  funds  heretofore  appropriated  for 
carrying  out  such  Act  in  the  fiscal  year  1961. 

Sec.  2.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  utilized  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  first  section  of  this  Act. 


[H.R.  8962,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National 

School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  of  1946,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  revising  section  3  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘the  Secre¬ 
tary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section  11. 

“(b)  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  sums  authorized  in  subsection  (a)  above,  out  of  money  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
Secretary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  11  of  this  Act.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Act  is  revised  to  read  as  follows:  “The  sums  appro¬ 
priated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  3(a) 
of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  available  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  program  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among 
the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made 
available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
under  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  this  Act.  Apportionment  among  the 
States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the 
State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  apportion¬ 
ment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method:  First,  determine 
an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2);  second,  divide  this 
index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States;  and  third,  apply  the  figure 
thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize 
all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available  under 
section  3(a)  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1962,  one-half  of  the  funds  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  factors  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and 
one-half  of  such  funds,  and  any  funds  available  for  further  apportionments,  shall 
be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  5  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence 
thereof. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “number  of  children 
between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private 
schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the 
State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “participation 
rate  for  all  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  participation  rate 
for  the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  Act  is  redesignated  as  section  12  and  subsection  (d) 
thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

“(2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may 
determine,  (a)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent 
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of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (b)  a 
board  of  education  controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private  school  exempt  from 
income  tax  under  section  101(6)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended. 

“(4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used  by  schools  in  storing, 
preparing,  or  serving;  food  for  school  children. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  means  the  number  of  lunches,  meeting;  the 
minimum  requirements  of  the  type  of  lunch  for  which  the  maximum  rate  of 
reimbursement  is  authorized  by  the  Secretary,  served  by  participating  schools 
in  each  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  means  that  rate  determined  by  assigning  a 
value  of  five  for  each  State  having  an  annual  per  capita  income  less  than 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the  States  by  the  ratio  that  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the  States  bears  to  the  per  capita 
income  of  said  State,  up  to  a  maximum  value  of  nine.  The  per  capita  in¬ 
come  figures  shall  be  the  average  of  those  certified  by  the  Department  of 
Commerce  for  the  latest  three  years  for  which  such  figures  are  available. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school 
grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  following  language  is  inserted  after  section  10  of  the  Act: 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  The  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3(b)  of  this  Act  shall  be 
used  by  the  Secretary,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance  to  needy  schools  for  the  purpose  of 
helping  them  to  meet  the  requirements  established  in  this  Act  concerning  the 
service  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.” 

Sec.  7.  These  amendments  shall  become  effective  July  1,  1961. 

Mr.  Bailey.  The  general  chairman  having  called  a  caucus  in  this 
room  at  11  o’clock,  we  shall  be  hard  put  for  time  to  conclude  the 
hearing,  so  I  trust  all  witnesses  will  understand  that  there  is  a  time 
limit. 

Without  any  further  delay  we  shall  hear  from  the  first  witness,  Mr. 
Howard  P.  Davis,  Deputy  Director,  Food  Distribution  Division, 
Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  Department  of  Agriculture.  Mr. 
Davis. 

Mr.  McCord.  Before  Mr.  Davis  takes  the  stand,  Mr.  Chairman, 
might  we  have  the  permission  of  the  committee  to  submit  for  the 
record,  preceding  Mr.  Davis’  testimony,  a  letter  from  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Orville  L.  Freeman,  addressed  to  you,  transmitting  a 
draft  copv  of  the  bill  which  Mr.  O’Hara  has  introduced,  together 
with  the  Department’s  section-bv-section  explanation  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Bailey.  If  there  is  no  objection,  it  will  be  accepted  for  inclusion 
in  the  record. 

(The  documents  referred  to  follow:) 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  12,  1961. 

Hon.  Cleveland  M.  Bailey, 

Chairman,  General  Subcommittee  on  Education,  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 
House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Bailey:  The  attached  bill  incorporates  the  principles 
outlined  in  the  school  lunch  recommendations  which  were  included  in  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  farm  message  to  the  Congress  (H.  Doc.  No.  109).  We  believe  it  will  also 
meet  the  objectives  outlined  in  your  letter  of  February  17,  1961. 

The  bill  incorporates  the  factor  of  participation  into  the  formula  for  apportion¬ 
ing  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  and  provides  for  a  transition  period 
of  1  year  before  the  new  formula  would  become  fully  effective.  A  new  section 
would  be  added  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  which  would  provide  for  an 
additional  appropriation  of  funds  to  provide  special  help  to  especially  needy 

75213—61 - 2 


6 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


schools.  Also,  the  bill  provides  that,  where  it  is  necessary  to  initially  divide  a 
State’s  share  of  the  total  apportionment  between  public  and  private  schools,  the 
division  should  be  based  upon  a  participation  factor.  This  was  the  method 
authorized  in  H.R.  13016,  86th  Congress. 

The  bill  provides  that  funds  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  each  State  in  the  preceding  year,  -with 
the  lower  income  States  receiving  relatively  more  per  meal  than  average  or  above¬ 
average-income  States.  This  is  accomplished  by  applying  a  value  of  5  to  each 
lunch  served  in  average  or  above-average-income  States  and  a  higher  value  (up 
to  9)  in  below-average-income  States.  At  any  appropriation  level,  therefore,  the 
minimum  rate  assigned  to  any  State  would  be  the  rate  assigned  to  the  average- 
income  State.  The  minimum  rate  in  any  year  would  depend  upon  the  amount 
made  available  for  apportionment  to  the  States  in  that  year. 

The  bill  provides  for  considerable  administrative  flexibility  in  developing  the 
new  program  for  especially  needy  schools.  However,  the  percentage  of  free  meals 
served  to  needy  children  would  be  one  of  the  principal  criteria  for  selecting  the 
schools  to  receive  such  assistance. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


EXPLANATION  OF  THE  BILL 

This  bill  amends  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  in  two  principal  respects: 
(1)  It  revises  the  method  by  wrhich  cash  assistance  funds  are  apportioned  among 
the  States  and  (2)  it  provides  for  a  new  appropriation  authority  in  order  to  give 
additional  assistance  to  especially  needy  schools.  Most  of  these  schools  are 
located  in  economically  depressed  urban  and  rural  areas. 

The  following  is  an  explanation  of  each  section  of  the  bill: 

Section  1 :  This  section  amends  the  appropriation  authority  in  section  3  of  the 
act.  It  adds  a  new  authority  to  provide  an  additional  annual  appropriation  to 
be  used  to  help  especially  needy  schools. 

Section  2:  This  section  revises  the  formula  prescribed  in  section  4  of  the  act 
for  the  apportionment  of  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States. 

The  act  now  provides  that  the  apportionment  shall  be  based  upon  the  number 
of  school-age  children  in  each  State  and  the  State’s  need  for  assistance  as  measured 
by  its  per  capita  income.  This  bill  recognizes  that  the  percentage  of  school- 
children  actually  participating  in  the  programs  varies  considerably  from  State  to 
State. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  number  of  lunches  meeting  the  minimum  require¬ 
ments  of  what  is  now  referred  to  as  the  “type  A”  lunch,  served  in  each  State 
during  the  preceding  year,  shall  be  a  basis  for  the  apportionment  of  funds,  rather 
than  the  number  of  school-age  children  residing  in  each  State.  The  milk-only 
or  “type  C”  lunch  is  excluded  in  counting  the  number  of  lunches  served.  Rela¬ 
tive  need  is  taken  into  account  by  applying  a  value  of  5  to  each  lunch  served  in 
those  States  with  average  or  above-average  per  capita  incomes  and  by  increasing 
that  value  (up  to  a  maximum  of  9)  for  States  with  a  per  capita  income  below  the 
national  average. 

For  the  fiscal  year  1962,  a  transition  period  is  provided.  In  that  year,  one-half 
of  the  funds  made  available  for  apportionment  wrnuld  be  apportioned  on  the  basis 
of  the  method  now  in  effect  and  one-half  of  the  amount  would  be  apportioned 
under  the  new  method  proposed  in  this  bill. 

Section  3:  This  section  amends  section  5  of  the  act  to  provide  for  the  same 
method  of  apportioning  funds  made  available  for  nonfood  (equipment)  assistance 
as  is  provided  in  this  bill  for  cash  food  assistance.  (Congress  has  not  appropriated 
funds  for  nonfood  assistance  since  1946-47). 

Section  4:  This  section  revises  the  method  outlined  in  section  10  of  the  act  for 
dividing  the  State’s  share  of  the  cash  assistance  funds  between  public  and  private 
schools,  when  such  a  division  is  necessary  because  State  statutes  prevent  the  State 
agency  from  disbursing  funds  to  private  schools.  The  bill  provides  that  the 
division  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  each 
type  of  school  in  the  preceding  year,  resulting  in  the  same  average  per  meal  rate 
in  both  public  and  private  schools. 
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Section  5:  This  section  amends  section  11  of  the  act  which  is  concerned  with 
miscellaneous  requirements  and  definitions.  Section  11  is  redesignated  as  sec¬ 
tion  12  and  the  definitions  are  revised  and  enlarged  to  add  to  the  clarity  of  the  act. 

Section  6:  This  section  adds  a  new  provision  to  the  act.  It  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  addi¬ 
tional  assistance  is  to  be  provided  to  needy  schools.  Although  the  language  pro¬ 
vides  considerable  latitude  to  the  Secretary  in  determining  the  schools  eligible  for 
such  assistance,  it  is  intended  that  the  percentage  of  lunches  served  free  to  needy 
children  should  be  one  of  the  principal  criteria. 

STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  P.  DAVIS,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  FOOD 
DISTRIBUTION  DIVISION,  AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERV¬ 
ICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Davis.  I  am  Howard  P.  Davis,  Deputy  Director  of  the  Food 
Distribution  Division,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

Our  Division  has  the  responsibility  for  administering  the  school 
lunch  program  among  some  other  food  distribution  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  statement  which  I  would  like  to  make  to 
the  committee.  I  could  read  it  or  submit  it  in  the  interests  of  time, 
whichever  you  would  prefer. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  would  suggest  that  it  be  offered  now  for  inclusion  in 
the  record  in  its  entirety,  and  you  take  whatever  time  you  need  to 
touch  the  high  points  of  your  proposal. 

(Mr.  Davis’  statement  follows:) 

Statement  of  Howard  P.  Davis,  Deputy  Director,  Food  Distribution 
Division,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service 

We  are  pleased  to  appear  again  before  this  subcommittee  to  discuss  changes 
in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  The  changes  proposed  in  the  bill  now  under 
consideration  meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Department. 

At  a  hearing  in  August  of  last  year  before  this  subcommittee,  we  presented  a 
detailed  description  of  the  origin  and  progress  of  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  together  with  a  review  of  the  principal  feature  of  the  enabling  legislation. 
With  that  background,  we  feel  we  can  begin  today  with  a  brief  review  of  the 
current  status  of  the  program.  (Also,  in  table  I,  selected  program  statistics  are 
shown  for  1946-47— the  first  year  of  operations  under  the  act — and  for  1960-61.) 

Last  year,  13.5  million  children  were  participating  in  the  program.  This 
represents  about  32  percent  of  the  children  enrolled  in  elementary  and  secondary 
schools.  Almost  2.3  billion  lunches  were  served  to  these  children  and  1  out  of  10 
of  these  lunches  were  served  free  or  at  reduced  prices  to  children  who  could  not 
afford  to  pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch. 

The  total  cost  of  the  program  last  year  was  in  excess  of  $1  billion.  The  Federal 
contribution — in  cash  and  commodity  food  assistance — totaled  $225  million.  The 
remainder  of  the  cost  was  financed  by  State  and  local  sources,  including  the  pay¬ 
ments  children  made  for  their  lunches. 

The  amount  of  Federal  cash  and  commodity  food  assistance  will  be  larger  this 
year  than  in  1960-61.  I  should  like  to  outline  for  you  the  amounts  and  sources 


of  this  assistance.  Fiscal  year 

1961-62 

Appropriation:  ( millions ) 

Cash  food  assistance _  $98.  6 

Sec.  6  commodities _  14.  4 

Special  commodity  funds: 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 _  45.  0 

Additional  sec.  6  funds _  10.  0 

Sec.  32  and  sec.  416  donations:  Estimated  cost _  100.  0 


Grand  total _  268.  0 
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With  respect  to  the  additional  $10  million  made  available  for  section  6  com¬ 
modity  purchases,  the  Congress  authorized  that  up  to  $2)4  million  can  be  used 
to  inaugurate  a  program  of  special  assistance  to  "needy  schools  which  because  of 
poor  local  economic  conditions  (1)  have  not  been  operating  a  school  lunch  program 
■or  (2)  have  been  serving  free  or  at  substantially  reduced  prices  at  least  20  percent 
of  the  lunches  to  children.” 

The  bill  before  this  subcommittee  is  primarily  concerned  with  a  new  formula 
for  apportioning  cash  food  assistance  funds  among  the  States  and  territories  and 
with  the  addition  of  a  new  section  to  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  which  would 
authorize  a  program  of  special  assistance  for  especially  needy  schools.  Also 
involved  is  a  new  method  of  dividing  a  State’s  share  of  the  total  cash  assistance 
funds  between  public  and  private  schools  in  any  State  where  State  law  is  such  as 
to  make  it  necessary  for  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  to  administer  the 
lunch  program  in  private  schools. 

Federal  cash  assistance  funds  are  used  to  help  participating  schools  make  local 
purchase  of  food  for  the  lunch  program. 

Basically,  the  bill  before  this  subcommittee  is  a  modification  of  the  two  bills — 
sponsored  by  Chairman  Bailey  and  Congressman  Brademas — on  which  hearings 
were  held  last  August.  Following  those  hearings,  Chairman  Bailey  requested 
the  technical  assistance  of  the  Department  in  drafting  a  bill  for  the  subcommittee 
which  would  accomplish  the  following: 

1.  Base  the  allocation  formula  on  the  rate  of  participation; 

2.  Provide  for  a  minimum  reimbursement  rate  for  all  States; 

3.  Set  up  a  “need  formula”; 

4.  Revise  the  method  of  dividing  funds  between  public  and  private  schools;  and 

5.  Add  a  new  section  or  title  providing  for  an  additional  authorization  to  assist 
those  districts  where,  because  of  depressed  economic  conditions,  it  was  necessary 
to  serve  an  unusually  large  number  of  free  lunches  or  where  the  price  of  the  lunch 
is  greatly  reduced. 

We  felt  the  bill,  as  drafted  for  the  subcommittee,  was  in  line  with  the  President’s 
school  lunch  recommendations  contained  in  his  farm  message  to  the  Congress. 
It  was  subsequently  submitted  to  the  subcommittee  with  the  approval  of  the 
Department  and  with  advice  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  proposed 
legislation  was  in  accord  with  the  President’s  program.  The  Department  did, 
however,  recommend  that  a  1-year  transition  period  be  provided  in  order  to 
assist  in  an  orderly  change  between  the  old  and  new  method  of  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds.  This  provision  is  included  in  the  bill  now  being  considered. 

The  National  School  Lunch  Act  now  prescribes  the  formula  under  which  these 
cash  assistance  funds  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States  and  territories. 
The  formula  involves  two  factors:  (1)  The  school-age  population  in  each  State 
(a  measure  of  the  maximum  potential  size  of  the  program)  and  (2)  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  each  State’s  per  capita  income  to  national  peh  capita  income  (a  measure 
of  the  relative  need  of  the  various  States  for  Federal  assistance) .  The  act  provides 
that  States  shall  use  these  funds  to  reimburse  participating  schools  on  the  basis 
of  the  number  of  lunches  served.  The  maximum  allowable  payment  of  9  cents 
for  a  type  A  lunch  has  been  established  by  Department  regulation.  In  1961-62, 
it  is  estimated  that  the  national  average  Federal  cash  assistance  rate  will  be  4.2 
cents. 

Because  the  program  has  grown  faster  in  some  States  than  in  others,  in  actual 
practice  the  average  per-meal  rates  of  cash  assistance  any  State  is  able  to  provide 
to  its  participating  schools  tends  to  be  related  more  to  the  rate  of  program  growth 
than  to  need,  as  measured  by  the  per  capita  income  of  a  State.  Thus,  a  higher 
income  State  with  below  average  participation  may  be  able  to  provide  its  schools 
with  a  higher  average  per-meal  payment  than  can  a  lower  income  State  with 
above  average  participation.  The  first  column  of  table  II  illustrates  the  effect 
of  the  current  formula.  States  are  ranked  by  income,  from  the  highest  to  the 
lowest,  together  with  the  probable  average  per-meal  rates  of  assistance  that  can 
be  provided  to  schools  by  the  various  States  this  school  year. 

Likewise,  the  act  now  provides  that  when  a  State’s  share  of  the  cash  assistance 
funds  must  be  divided  between  the  public  and  private  schools,  such  a  division 
be  based  upon  the  relative  number  of  children  attending  school  in  each  type  of 
school  within  the  State.  Here,  too,  variations  in  the  rate  of  school  lunch  growth 
can  result  in  differences  within  a  State  in  the  average  rate  of  payment  than  can 
be  provided  to  public  schools  by  the  State  and  to  private  schools  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  (This  is  a  problem,  of  course,  only  in  those  States  where  it  is  necessary 
for  the  Department  to  administer  the  program  in  private  schools.) 
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The  bill  before  the  subcommittee  would  take  differences  in  the  rate  of  program 
growth  into  account  by  introducing  the  factor  of  participation  into  the  apportion¬ 
ment  formula.  The  cash  assistance  funds  would  be  apportioned  among  the  States 
on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  each  State  in  the  preceding 
year,  with  below-average  income  States  receiving  relatively  more  assistance  per 
meal  than  average  or  above-average  income  States. 

In  the  proposed  formula,  the  lower  income  States  would  be  provided  with  a 
larger  per  meal  allowance  by  applying  a  value  of  5  to  each  lunch  served  in  average 
or  above-average  income  States  and  a  higher  value  (up  to  a  maximum  of  9).  in 
below-average  income  States.  In  table  II  there  is  shown  the  resulting  per  meal 
payments  that  would  have  been  provided  for  1962  under  a  total  cash  assistance 
fund  of  $98.6  million,  $118.6  million,  and  $139.9  million.  (Table  III  shows  the 
same  data  in  dollar  amounts.) 

As  table  II  illustrates,  the  minimum  rate  assigned  to  any  State  under  the 
proposed  formula  is  the  rate  assigned  to  the  average  income  State.  Also,  the 
minimum  rate  in  any  year  would  depend  upon  the  amount  of  funds  made  available 
by  the  Congress  for  apportionment  to  the  States  in  that  year.  In  1961-62 — 
referring  again  to  table  II — the  minimum  rate  would  be  3.5  cents  at  $98.6  million, 
4.2  cents  at  $118.6  million,  and  5  cents  at  $139.9  million. 

The  same  factor  of  participation — as  measured  by  the  number  of  type  A  meals 
served  in  the  preceding  year — would  be  used  to  divide  funds  between  public  and 
private  schools  within  a  State  whenever  such  a  division  is  necessary.  This  would 
result  in  the  same  average  per  meal  rates  of  assistance  for  public  and  private 
schools,  in  those  States  in  which  the  program  in  private  schools,  because  of  State 
law,  is  directly  administered  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  have,  as  previously  indicated,  provided  for  a  1-year  transition  front  the  old 
to  the  new  apportionment  formula.  For  the  first  year,  half  of  the  cash  assist¬ 
ance  funds  would  be  apportioned  under  the  old  formula  and  half  under  the  new 
method.  For  the  second  year,  the  new  formula  would  be  fully  effective.  Table 
IV  shows  the  possible  apportionments  to  States  under  the  current  and  proposed 
formula  during  the  transition  period. 

One  additional  technical  change  is  provided  in  the  bill.  Currently,  the  income 
factor  is  measured  by  the  per  capita  income  figures  for  the  latest  year  that  can  be 
certified  by  the  Department  of  Commerce.  This  bill  provides  that  a  3-year  mov¬ 
ing  average  of  per  capita  shall  be  used  in  the  apportionment  formula,  using  the 
latest  3  years  available  from  Commerce.  This  change  will  help  eliminate  abrupt 
year-to-year  changes  that  now  may  occur  in  a  State’s  share  of  the  available  funds 
and,  thus,  help  in  the  more  orderly  development  of  the  program. 

We  feel  that  these  changes  are  desirable  in  order  to  correct  inequities  that  have 
developed,  since  1947,  in  the  application  of  the  present  apportionment  formula. 
Currently,  those  States  which  have  been  most  successful  in  extending  the  pro¬ 
gram  to  mors  schools  and  to  more  children  have  found  themselves  in  the  position 
of  having  to  spread  available  cash  funds  thinner  and  thinner  as  the  number  of 
type  A  lunches  steadily  increased.  This  necessarily  has  served  to  impede  further 
development  of  the  program.  We  believe  the  proposed  formula  will  provide  an 
equitable  basis  for  the  division  of  the  amount  of  cash  assistance  funds  that  the 
Congress  annually  will  make  available  under  the  regular  appropriation  process. 

The  new  section  of  the  bill  would  authorize  a  specific  annual  appropriation  under 
the  act  to  provide  special  assistance  to  especially  needy  schools.  This,  of  course, 
was  one  of  the  provisions  originally  requested  by  the  subcommittee.  We  believe, 
also,  that  it  would  be  a  valuable  addition  to  the  enabling  legislation. 

We  have  become  increasingly  aware  of  the  need  to  make  some  special  provisions 
for  those  communities  and  those  children  that  are  least  able  to  take  advantage 
of  the  school  lunch  program.  Under  this  bill,  considerable  administrative 
flexibility  would  be  provided  to  the  Department  in  developing  the  new  program. 
We  feel  this  is  necessary.  Also,  we  will  gain  considerable  experience  this  year  in 
administering  the  $2}^  million  commodity  fund  that  has  been  provided  by  the 
Congress  for  this  purpose  in  the  Department’s  1961-62  appropriation  bill. 

Finally,  the  Department  recommends  a  further  addition  to  the  bill  in  order  to 
extend  the  school  lunch  program  to  American  Samoa.  Such  an  extension  was 
recommended  by  the  study  mission  to  Eastern  (American)  Samoa,  which  was 
established  pursuant  to  Senate  Resolution  330,  86th  Congress. 

Almost  7,000  children  are  enrolled  in  elementary  and  secondary  public  and 
private  schools  in  American  Samoa.  Development  of  the  lunch  program  there 
may  be  slow  and  any  rapid  progress  will  probably  depend  upon  the  provision  of 
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more  adequate  school  facilities.  Nonetheless,  a  beginning  could  be  planned  once 
Federal  assistance  was  available. 

Because  of  the  absence  of  a  participation  record,  special  provision  would  need 
to  be  made  for  an  allotment  of  funds  to  American  Samoa  under  the  proposed  bill. 
It  is  recommended  that  for  each  of  the  5  fiscal  years  following  the  revision  in  the 
formula,  an  initial  reserve  of  up  to  $25,000  be  established  for  American  Samoa. 
Thereafter,  American  Samoa  would  receive  funds  based  upon  actual  participation. 
We  are  prepared  to  submit  to  the  subcommittee  language  for  an  appropriate 
change  in  the  language  of  the  bill  to  accomplish  this  recommendation. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make  this  statement  and  will  be  glad  to  answer 
any  questions  you  may  have. 


Table  I. — Selected  program  statistics,  fiscal  years  1947  and  1961 


Fiscal  year 
1947 

Fiscal  year 
1961  prelim¬ 
inary 

1.  Total  school  enrollment  (including  territories) . - _ -  . 

26, 606, 077 

34, 144 
4,  545, 129 
17 

42, 204, 978 

63, 961 
13, 453, 410 
31.9 

2.  Participation: 

(b)  Number  of  children. _ _ _ _ 

(cj  Number  of  children  as  a  percent  of  total  enrollment _ 

3.  Local  food  purchases  by  schools _ 

$128, 648, 278 

$575, 000, 000 

4.  Total  cost  of  program: 

1A.  Federal  contribution: 

(a)  Cash  payments  to  States _ _ _  _ _ _ 

i  59, 896, 235 
5,  735,  269 
2,  312,  479 

2, 075, 000 

93,  746, 304 
59, 634, 000 
71,700, 000 
1,  766, 000 

lb)  Sec.  6  procurement _ _ 

(c)  Surplus  commodities _ _ _ 

(d)  Administration _ _ 

Total,  Federal _ _ 

70, 018, 983 

226, 846, 304 

B.  State  contributions: 

112,540,000 
20, 616, 000 
17, 532, 000 

610, 000, 000 
110, 000,000 
140, 000, 000 

150, 688, 000 

860, 000, 000 

‘  220, 706, 983 

1, 086, 846, 304 

i  Does  not  include  $9,702,990  for  equipment. 
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Table  II. —  Average  per  meal  rate  of  assistance  under  present  formula  for  apportion¬ 
ment  and  under  proposed  formula 

[Cents] 


With  a  cash  assistance  fund  of— 2 


State  i 

$98,600,000 

$118,600,000 

$139,900,000 

Present 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

3.0 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

8.  5 

3.  5 

4.2 

5.0 

Connecticut _ 

3.9 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.9 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.4 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

5.0 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

5.4 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

6.8 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

Illinois _ _ _ _ _ 

4.  6 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.8 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.2 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.3 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

5.6 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.7 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.3 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.9 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.  4 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.3 

3.  5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.0 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

Rhode  Island _  __  _ 

7.9 

3.6 

4.3 

5. 1 

3.8 

3.6 

4.3 

5. 1 

1.9 

3.7 

4.  4 

5.2 

4.3 

3.7 

4.  4 

5.2 

3.9 

3.7 

4.  5 

5.3 

4.  4 

3.8 

4.6 

5.4 

3. 1 

3.8 

4.6 

5.3 

Kansas _  _  _ 

3.7 

3.8 

4.6 

5.4 

5.3 

3.8 

4.8 

5.4 

3.9 

3.9 

4.7 

5.6 

2.9 

3.9 

4.7 

5.6 

5.  4 

4.0 

4.8 

5.7 

3.0 

4.  0 

4.8 

5.7 

5.8 

4.0 

4.8 

5.7 

Utah _ 

3.8 

4.  1 

4.9 

5.8 

4.6 

4.2 

5. 1 

6.0 

5.9 

4.2 

5. 1 

6.0 

3.9 

4.2 

5.1 

6.0 

4. 1 

4.2 

5. 1 

6.0 

4.3 

4.2 

5.1 

6.0 

4.6 

4.3 

5.2 

6. 1 

5. 1 

4.4 

5.3 

6.3 

3.4 

4.4 

5.3 

6.3 

5.2 

4.7 

5.6 

6.6 

2.6 

4.7 

5.7 

6.7 

3.3 

4.9 

5.9 

7.0 

3.4 

5.1 

6.1 

7.2 

4.5 

5.1 

6.1 

7.2 

4.0 

5. 1 

6.1 

7.2 

4.6 

5.4 

6.4 

7.6 

3.9 

5.7 

6.9 

8.1 

4.5 

5.8 

7.0 

8.3 

5.2 

6.3 

7.6 

9.0 

3.7 

6.3 

7.6 

9.0 

8.1 

6.3 

7.6 

9.0 

4.2 

4.2 

5.0 

5.9 

*  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years:  1958,  1959,  1960 . 
2  Based  on  estimated  meals  in  fiscal  year  1962. 
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Table  III. — Payments  to  States  under  present  formula  for  apportionment  and 

under  proposed  formula 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


With  a  cash  assistance  fund  of— 

State  1 

$98,600,000 

$118,600,000  $139,900,000 

Present 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

159 

186 

224 

264 

215 

89 

108 

126 

926 

833 

1,002 

92 

1,182 

108 

106 

76 

5, 834 
6,143 
92 

6,070 
4, 376 
60 

7,302 

5,263 

72 

8,614 
6, 209 
84 

2, 325 
3,977 

1,209 
3, 079 
1,935 
1,222 
3,738 
2,423 
1,330 
926 

1,454 

3,704 

2,  327 
1,470 
4,496 

2,  915 
1,600 
1,114 

4,  519 
1,128 
230 

1,716 
4,369 
2, 745 
1,734 
5,304 

Massachusetts _ _ _ _ 

2, 079 

1,455 

4,  569 

Ohio- _ _ 

3|  858 

3j  438 
1,887 
1,314 
5,332 
1,331 
270 

l’  392 

'873 

5, 257 

3, 757 
938 

893 

175 

191 

2, 049 
395 

2, 376 

2, 858 

3,372 

256 

Rhode  Island _ _ _ 

'  180 

217 

2, 402 
354 

2, 295 
677 

2, 760 
815 

3, 256 
961 

Hawaii _ 

2, 063 
734 

1,765 

714 

2,124 

2,  505 
1,013 

859 

New  Hampshire _ 

313 

269 

323 

381 

1,910 

1,161 

406 

2, 349 

2,825 

1,426 

350 

3,333 

1,681 

412 

i;  i85 
291 

Arizona _ _ 

807 

822 

989 

1,668 
12, 94 
76 

1,567 

72 

2, 078 
54 

2, 499 
65 

Florida _ 

2, 671 

3,605 
4, 077 

4, 336 
4,904 

5,115 

5,785 

922 

Texas _ _  _ 

5,820 

604 

’650 

782 

Maine  _ _ _ _ 

580 

532 

640 

755 

Vermont _ 

237 

172 

207 

243 

Virginia _ 

2, 460 
1,406 

2,663 

1,448 

460 

3,203 

1,742 

553 

3,779 

2,055 

652 

Idaho _  _ 

’465 

New  Mexico _ 

697 

659 

792 

934 

South  Dakota _ 

426 

372 

447 

527 

North  Dakota _ _  _ 

430 

559 

672 

792 

West  Virginia _ _ _ _ 

1,366 

1,236 

4,491 

4,485 

1,487 
5, 402 
5,394 
6, 452 
3,661 
3,567 
3,898 
4,021 
2,469 

1,754 
6, 373 
6,364 
7,  611 

Louisiana _ 

2,501 
2, 988 
3,598 
2,686 
2, 342 
2,  779 
2,270 
1,582 
2,403 
38 

North  Carolina _ _ _ 

5,364 
3, 044 
2,966 
3,241 
3,343 
2,053 
2,966 
64 

Tennessee _ _ _ _ _ _ 

4;319 

4.208 
4,599 
4,743 
2,913 

4.209 
91 

Kentucky _  _  _ 

Alabama _ _ _ 

South  Carolina _ 

Mississippi _ 

3, 568 
77 

Virgin  Islands _ 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

3,690 

2, 657 

3, 196 

3, 770 

U.S.  total _ _ _ 

98,600 

98,600 

118, 600 

139, 900 

i  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years:  1958,  1959,  1960. 
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Table  IV.— Payments  to  States  under  present  formula  for  apportionment  and  under 
proposed  formula  during  transition  period  1 


[Thousands  of  dollars) 


State  2 

With  a  cash  assi 

$98,600,000 

stance  fund  of— 

$118,600,000  $139,900,000 

Present 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Delaware - - - - - 

159 

172 

208 

245 

District  of  Columbia .  - . .  . 

215 

152 

183 

216 

Connecticut .  . . . . 

926 

879 

1,058 

1,248 

Nevada . . . . 

106 

91 

110 

130 

New  York.  - - - - - 

5,  834 

5,  952 

7,160 

8,445 

California- . . . . . . . 

6, 143 

5, 259 

6,  326 

7,462 

Alaska.  .  . . . . . . . 

92 

76 

91 

107 

New  Jersey  . . . . 

2,325 

1,767 

2, 125 

2,507 

Illinois - - - - 

3,  977 

3,  528 

4,  244 

5,006 

Massachusetts . . . . . 

2.  079 

2,007 

2,  414 

2,  848 

Maryland . . .  . . 

1,  455 

1,339 

1,610 

1.899 

4,569 

4,  154 

4,  996 

5,  894 

Michigan-  . . . 

3,  858 

3, 140 

3,  778 

4,  456 

Washington - - - - - - - 

1,392 

1,361 

1,637 

1,931 

Colorado  —  _  -  . 

873 

900 

1,082 

1,277 

Pennsylvania _ _ _ 

5, 257 

4.507 

5,  421 

6,395 

Oregon . . . .  ..  ..  . 

893 

916 

1,101 

1,299 

Wyoming . . . . . . . 

175 

183 

220 

260 

2,  049 

2,212 

2,661 

3, 139 

Rhode  Island  - - - - - 

395 

288 

346 

408 

Indiana _ _  _  _ -  -  ... 

2,  402 

2,349 

2,  82,4 

3,  332 

Hawaii _ _ _ 

354 

516 

620 

732 

Wisconsin _ _  _ _ _ ... 

2,063 

1,914 

2,  303 

2.716 

Nebraska.. . .. . — -  - 

734 

724 

871 

1,027 

New  Hampshire.  _ _ _ _  - 

313 

291 

350 

412 

Minnesota _ 

1,910 

2,  129 

2,  561 

3,021 

Kansas - - - 

1,161 

1,  173 

1,411 

1,665 

Montana _ _ _ _ _ 

406 

348 

419 

494 

Arizona _ _ _ _  _ 

807 

815 

980 

1,156 

Iowa _ _ _  _ - . . 

1,  567 

1,  822 

2,  192 

2,  585 

Guam . .  . 

72 

63 

76 

90 

Florida _  _ _  --  - - 

2,  671 

3,138 

3,  774 

4,452 

Texas _ _  — . . . . . 

5,  820 

4,  949 

5, 952 

7,021 

Utah . —  - - - - -  - - 

6U4 

627 

754 

889 

Maine-  . . .  .  . . - 

580 

556 

669 

789 

Vermont...  - —- - - 

237 

205 

246 

290 

Virginia.. . . .  ...  . . 

2,  460 

2,  562 

3,081 

3,635 

Oklahoma.  - . -  . . 

1,406 

1,427 

1,717 

2,025 

Idaho  . .  . . 

465 

462 

556 

656 

New  Mexico  -.  . . 

697 

678 

815 

962 

426 

399 

480 

566 

North  Dakota _ -  .  ----- . . 

430 

494 

595 

701 

West  Virginia _  _ _ — . .  . . . 

1,366 

1,301 

1,565 

1,846 

Louisiana  - - - -  -  - 

2,501 

3,496 

4,  205 

4,960 

Georgia  . . .  ---  -  -  . . - 

2,  988 

3,736 

4,494 

5,  301 

North  Carolina.- . - . 

3,  598 

4,  481 

5, 390 

6,  358 

Tennessee _  -  - - -  - 

2.686 

2,865 

3,446 

4,065 

Kentucky . — . . . .  . . 

2,  342 

2,654 

3,192 

3,766 

Alabama . .  .  ---  . . . .  -  -  -  --- 

2,  779 

3,010 

3,621 

4,  271 

South  Carolina . .  -  . . . -  -  -- 

2,270 

2,806 

3,376 

3,982 

Arkansas... . -  -  -- 

1,582 

1,818 

2,186 

2,  579 

Mississippi _  - - 

2,  403 

2,  685 

3, 229 

3,809 

Virgin  Islands -  - 

38 

51 

61 

72 

Puerto  Rico .  . - . 

3,  690 

3,173 

3, 817 

4,503 

U.S.  total _ _ ...  - 

98, 600 

98, 600 

118,600 

139, 900 

1  Represents  an  apportionment  of  funds,  under  the  present  formula  and  Vi  under  the  proposed  formula. 

2  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years:  1958, 1959, 1960. 
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Mr.  Davis.  Essentially,  this  bill  is  of  course  designed  to  provide 
a  more  equitable  apportionment  of  the  school  lunch  funds  among  the 
States.  To  do  that,  we  feel  we  have  outgrown  the  previous  legisla¬ 
tion  which  provided  for  that  apportionment  on  the  basis  of  child 
population  plus  relative  per  capita  income  of  the  States.  At  this 
point  it  would  be  much  more  equitable  to  apportion  the  money  among 
the  States,  as  provided  in  the  bill,  on  the  basis  of  actual  participation 
in  the  program  plus  the  relative  need  of  the  State. 

By  apportioning  it  on  the  basis  of  the  actual  participation  in  the 
program,  we  feel  that  we  are  giving  recognition  to  those  areas  that 
have  made  greater  progress  in  extending  the  school  lunch  to  more 
children  rather  than,  under  the  old  formula,  penalizing  them  by 
forcing  them  to  divide  their  money  among  more  children. 

The  new  bill  would  provide  the  money  on  the  basis  of  the  number 
of  children  among  whom  the  money  would  be  divided  in  reimburse¬ 
ment  payments  for  lunches. 

Essentially,  that  is  what  this  bill  does. 

In  order  to  minimize  the  impact  of  certain  changes  this  bill  will 
bring  about  in  the  amount  of  money  the  several  States  will  get  the 
first  year,  we  would  like  to  provide  an  interim  arrangement  whereby 
the  new  formula  would  be  applied  toward  half  the  total  available 
funds,  and  the  old  formula  to  the  other  half. 

The  other  basic  feature  of  the  bill  would  make  provision  for  use  of 
part  of  the  appropriation  for  special  assistance  to  especially  needy 
schools  throughout  the  country.  In  working  with  the  formula,  try¬ 
ing  to  develop  the  new  formula,  we  found  that,  regardless  of  the 
method  we  used  for  apportioning  the  money,  there  still  remained  the 
problem  of  some  very  needy  school  that  would  not  receive  enough  to 
provide  free  meals  or  reduced-cost  meals  to  all  the  children  who 
needed  it.  The  bill  provides  for  some  special  assistance  funds  out 
of  the  annual  apropriations. 

The  formula  is  so  designed  that  for  those  States  at  or  above  the 
average  per  capita  income  for  the  Nation,  there  will  be  a  certain  mini¬ 
mum  amount  of  money  based  on  participation,  and  those  States 
which  are  under  the  national  average  will  get  varying  amounts  based 
on  the  need  of  the  State. 

I  believe  that  is  about  all  I  would  need  to  say  at  this  point,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  would  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  the  committee 
might  have. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  would  suggest  that  the  witness  review  briefly  the 
status  of  the  School  Lunch  Act  at  the  present  time.  I  notice  you  deal 
with  it  on  the  first  page  of  your  formal  presentation.  Give  us  a  little 
resume  of  that. 

Mr.  Davis.  Our  estimates  for  the  current  fiscal  year  are  that  the 
average  payment  per  meal  will  probably  run  about  4.2  cents.  This  is 
based  upon  an  increased  appropriation  this  year  which  will  provide 
cash  assistance,  to  be  apportioned  among  the  States,  of  $98.6  million. 
In  addition  to  that,  the  current  appropriation  will  provide  for  $14.4 
million  for  special  purchases  as  provided  in  the  act.  In  addition,  the 
Congress  added  to  the  original  appropriation  $10  million  additional 
for  food  purchases  under  section  6  of  the  act.  Further,  they  provided 
for  $45  million  to  be  transferred  from  section  32,  also  for  direct  pur¬ 
chases  of  food  to  be  distributed  to  the  States. 
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This,  of  course,  is  all  in  addition  to  the  commodities  which  will  be 
made  available  to  the  schools  as  a  result  of  surplus  removal  purchases 
and  our  price-support  program.  Our  present  estimate  is  that  this 
quantity  will  represent  a  cost  of  about  $100  million,  or  in  total  the 
Federal  assistance  will  run  to  $268  million.  We  estimate  approxi¬ 
mately  13}£  million  children  will  participate  this  year,  and  this  repre¬ 
sents,  I  believe,  somewhat  more  than  31  percent  of  the  school 
enrollment. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  note  the  comments  on  page  2  of  your  presentation 
with  respect  to  the  additional  $10  million  made  available  for  section  6 
commodity  purposes.  Is  the  $2 }£  million  in  addition  to  the  $14.4 
million,  or  is  that  included  in  the  $14.4  million  in  your  breakdown? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir;  that  is  included  in  the  $10  million  additional 
which  I  mentioned,  which  was  made  available  for  direct  purchases 
this  year.  There  was  quite  a  bit  of  legislative  history  to  that  $10 
million.  As  I  recall,  in  the  House  appropriations  bill,  I  believe  they 
added  $10  million  in  cash  to  be  used  for  special  assistance.  When 
the  Senate  reported  the  bill  out,  they  deleted  the  $10  million.  In 
conference  they  put  the  $10  million  back  in,  but  made  the  $10  million 
available  not  as  cash  but  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  food  nationally 
and  shipping  it  out  to  the  schools,  with  the  further  provision  that  up 
to  $2J>2  million  of  that  $10  million  could  be  used  to  make  purchases 
to  be  used  for  special  assistance  for  especially  needy  schools. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Will  you  go  into  that  somewhat  in  detail,  stating  the 
purpose  of  that  program. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  have  not  yet  worked  out  all  of  the  program  details, 
just  how  the  $2^  million  will  be  expended.  However,  we  had  a  group 
of  representative  State  directors,  both  our  direct  distribution  program 
and  our  school  lunch  program,  in  Washington  last  week  to  give  us 
their  best  suggestions  on  how  we  might  go  about  using  this  $2}i  million 
worth  of  commodities  to  aid  these  particularly  needy  schools.  As  a 
result  of  that,  they  recommended  that  perhaps  our  first  priority  or 
our  first  aim  should  be  in  the  nature  of  special  purchases  which  would 
enable  schools  which  do  not  now  have  a  school  lunch  program  to 
initiate  one. 

Mr.  Bailey.  May  I  interrupt  to  inquire  how  many  of  the  States 
do  not  have  a  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  All  of  the  States  have  the  school  lunch  program. 
Actually,  the  school  lunch  program  is  available  in  schools  which 
represent  about  two-thirds  of  the  Nation’s  enrollment.  About  half 
of  those  two-thirds  actually  participate  in  the  program,  on  the  aver¬ 
age.  Of  course,  many  of  those  children  participate  part  of  the  time 
during  the  year.  All  of  the  States  have  the  national  school  lunch 
program,  including  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam.  They 
all  have  tried  to  provide,  to  the  extent  they  were  able,  for  free  lunches 
for  those  children  who  could  not  afford  them.  However,  as  you  well 
know,  in  certain  sections  of  certain  States  there  are  areas  which  are  in 
extremely  difficult  economic  condition,  and  their  requirement  for  free 
meals  is  so  great  that  some  schools  just  cannot  afford  a  program  at  all. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  think  that  is  the  situation  in  my  State  particularly. 

Mr.  Davis.  In  many  areas;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bailey.  There  are  too  many  free  meals  involved. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  requested  cash  to  attempt  to  meet  this  problem 
over  and  above  the  regular  school  lunch  program.  With  the  com- 
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modities  we  will  try  to  carry  out  the  same  aim.  This  probably  will 
take  the  nature  of,  let  us  say,  special  purchases  which  would  enable  a 
school  with  no  equipment  to  serve  at  least  a  bag  lunch,  always  re- 
membering  that  we  would  try  in  all  instances  to  enable  the  school  to 
serve  a  lunch  which  would  meet  the  same  nutrition  requirements  as 
the  regular  lunch,  but  it  might  be  served  in  a  little  different  form. 
Through  the  assistance  we  might  give  with  those  special  purchases,  it 
would  be  possible;  whereas  it  might  not  be  possible  with  the  com¬ 
modities  we  already  have  available. 

Mr.  B  ailey.  Have  you  some  questions,  Mr.  Brademas? 

Mr.  Brademas.  No  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Mr.  Quie. 

Mr.  Quie.  Mr.  Davis,  will  you  tell  me  what  section  416  donations 
are?  T  have  forgotten. 

Mr.  Davis.  Section  416  is  a  section  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
which  has  since  been  incorporated  in  Public  Law  480  in  title  III  and 
further  amended  many  times.  It  is  the  authority  under  which  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  when  the  inventory  stocks  which  it 
has  acquired  under  the  price  support  program  cannot  be  sold  back 
into  the  market  without  disrupting  the  market,  may  donate  the 
commodities,  first  to  schools,  institutions,  and  needy  families  in  this 
country,  and  then  this  is  also  the  authority  under  which  we  donate 
through  the  U.S.  voluntary  agencies  to  needy  persons  overseas. 

Mr.  Quie.  This  is  the  same  program  by  which  we  donate  to  welfare 
agencies? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Quie.  It  goes  first  to  school  lunches,  and  then  to  welfare 
agencies  in  this  country? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  correct.  Of  course,  the  commodities 
donated  under  this  authority  are  just  those  for  which  there  is  a  price 
support  program,  such  as  dairy  products.  We  acquire  flour,  eornmeal, 
rice,  and  a  number  of  other  commodities  under  this  section  416 
authority.  For  the  perishable  groups,  those  not  under  price  support, 
if  the  market  conditions  warrant,  we  use  section  32  money  for  surplus 
removal  purchases.  Commodities  so  acquired  are  also  distributed  to 
the  schools,  and  then  in  some  instances  to  needy  families  in  this 
country. 

Mr.  Quie.  What  commodities  will  be  available  under  title  III  of 
Public  Law  480  in  this  coming  school  year,  do  you  think? 

Mr.  Davis.  Butter,  cheese,  nonfat  dry  milk,  rice,  flour,  eornmeal. 

Mr.  Quie.  Will  there  be  enough  of  all  these  commodities  to  fulfill 
all  the  needs  of  our  school  lunch  donations  and  welfare  programs  in 
this  country  and  enough  for  overseas  as  well,  of  all  of  these  six  com¬ 
modities? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  will  have  enough  of  all  of  them  for  our  domestic 
program.  Only  a  few  of  them  will  be  available  for  oversea  donation — 
flour,  eornmeal,  some  rice  (we  are  not  sure  how  much  at  this  point), 
and  nonfat  dry  milk.  As  far  as  we  know  at  this  time,  no  butter  and 
no  cheese. 

Mr.  Quie.  In  the  fiscal  year  1961-62,  you  have  an  estimated  cost 
of  $100  million  for  sections  32  and  416  donations.  How  much  of  this 
is  section  416  donations? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  believe  possibly  one-third.  I  would  want  to  check 
that.  I  do  not  have  that  breakdown  with  me.  Part  of  this  depends 
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on  whether  or  not  we  use  section  32  money  to  purchase  from  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  for  the  purpose  of  donating.  There  is  a  fiscal  paper¬ 
work  technicality  to  that.  So  we  may  draw  more  on  section  416  funds 
and  less  on  section  32,  depending  on  the  availability  of  the  section  32 
money. 

Let  me  say  in  the  past  we  have  used  section  32  money  to  purchase 
a  commodity  from  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  and  then 
donate  it.  In  the  final  analysis,  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
is  made  whole.  The  expenditure  is  from  section  32. 

Mr.  Quie.  On  page  2,  you  show  transfer  from  section  32.  Is  that 
the  transaction? 

Mr.  Davis.  This  is  in  addition;  the  funds,  which  this  year  amount 
to  $45  million,  which  were  authorized  to  be  transferred  from  section 
32  to  the  school  lunch  appropriation  for  the  purposes  of  section  6  of 
the  School  Lunch  Act,  which  means  that  rather  than  being  available 
only  for  commodities  which  are  in  marketing  difficulty,  which  are 
surplus,  we  can  use  this  $45  million  the  same  way  we  use  the  school 
lunch  appropriation;  in  other  words,  to  buy  foods  which  the  schools 
want  and  we  feel  the  program  needs— with  one  extra  admonition 
from  Congress  in  the  legislative  history  of  this  transfer,  that  insofar 
as  possible  we  would  use  it  for  those  commodities  which  are  perhaps 
on  the  borderline  of  being  in  surplus,  all  other  things  being  equal. 

Mr.  Quie.  What  is  the  limiting  factor  on  your  transfer  of  section 
32  funds?  Is  it  the  authorization  of  $45  million? 

Mr.  Davis.  It  is  in  the  Agriculture  appropriation  language.  In 
addition  to  the  $125  million  appropriation,  there  is  also  authorized 
to  be  transferred  from  section  32  $45  million  to  be  used  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Mr.  Quie.  This  is  in  the  appropriation  bill,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  in  the  Agriculture  Appropriation  Act. 

Mr.  Quie.  That  is  all  the  questions  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Mr.  Garland. 

Mr.  Garland.  I  have  no  questions.  I  offer  my  apologies  for  com¬ 
ing  in  late  this  morning.  I  was  tied  up  in  the  office. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Have  you  any  brief  questions  you  might  ask  at  this 
time,  Mr.  O’Hara? 

Mr.  O’Hara.  1  will  not  take  any  further  time.  I  want  to  thank 
Mr.  Davis  for  his  testimony. 

Under  this  new  allocation  formula  would  we  expect,  and  the  new 
special  assistance  provisions  to  particularly  needy  schools  and  com¬ 
munities,  there  would  be  a  request  for  a  somewhat  larger  appropria¬ 
tion  in  the  next  budget  request  that  we  receive? 

Mr.  Davis.  Of  course,  the  Department  is  currently  in  the  process 
of  developing  its  1963  budget  for  presentation  to  the  Budget  Bureau 
and  the  President.  The  President  has  made  it  quite  clear  that  he 
regards  the  school  lunch  program  as  important,  that  he  would  like 
us  to  exert  every  effort  we  could  to  reach  all  of  the  children  who  need  a 
lunch,  and  I  am  sure  all  of  these  things  will  be  taken  into  considera¬ 
tion  when  the  budget  estimates  are  submitted,  along  with  all  of  the 
other  many  urgent  needs  for  the  Department. 

Mr.  O’Hara.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Davis.  I  have  great  confidence  in 
these  proposals  and  in  the  progress  which  has  been  made  under  the 
school  lunch  program.  I  hope  the  adoption  of  this  legislation  will 
help  the  Department  to  further  improve  the  program.  I  am  looking 
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forward  to  making  this  of  more  advantage  to  more  children  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  Davis.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  notice  at  the  top  of  page  4  you  state: 

We  felt  the  bill,  as  drafted  for  the  subcommittee,  was  in  line  with  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  school  lunch  recommendations  contained  in  his  farm  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  It  was  subsequently  submitted  to  the  subcommittee  with  the  approval 
of  the  Department  and  with  advice  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  was  in  accordance  with  the  President’s  program.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  did,  however,  recommend  that  a  1-year  transition  period  be  provided  in 
order  to  assist  in  an  orderly  change  between  the  old  and  new  method  of  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds. 

What  do  you  mean  by  “a  1-year  transition  period”? 

Mr.  Davis.  First  of  all,  the  bill  as  drafted  will  provide,  we  feel,  a 
more  equitable  distribution  of  funds  regardless  of  the  level  of  the 
appropriation.  However,  there  will  obviously  be  some  rather  sharp 
adjustments  for  some  States.  At  the  current  level  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  this  would  mean  a  fair  reduction  in  the  amount  of  money  some 
States  would  get  in  order  to  give  additional  money  to  States  with 
higher  participation  and  greater  need. 

In  order  to  cusliion  the  shock  of  some  of  these  possible  reductions 
we  felt  it  would  be  advisable  to  take  it  in  one  step  and  apply  the 
formula  for  only  half  of  the  funds  for  the  first  year  in  order  to  make 
these  reductions  in  funds  a  little  less  the  first  year  to  enable  the  States 
to  adjust  their  budgets  to  give  them  time  perhaps  to  go  back  to  their 
legislatures  or  their  local  government  bodies,  so  it  is  merely  a  device 
to  make  the  transition  less  sharp  and  to  give  the  States  a  little  more 
time  to  adjust  to  whatever  reduction  they  might  find  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Would  you  stay  in  the  committee  room  for  a  while  if 
it  is  not  an  inconvenience?  We  may  have  further  questions. 

Mr.  Quie.  Do  you  project  any  substantial  increase  in  the  number 
of  schools  which  will  participate  in  the  school  lunch  program  or  has 
this  been  a  pretty  steady  increase  each  year? 

Mr.  Davis.  A  rather  steady  increase  over  the  past  4  or  5  years,  I 
would  say,  somewhere  between  6  and  8  percent  increase  each  year. 
That  is  against  an  increase  in  school  population  of  around  3  or  4  per¬ 
cent  each  year.  That  increase  would  have  a  bearing  on  the  increase 
of  the  participation  in  the  school  lunch  program  as  well.  It  has  been 
running  around  6  to  8  percent,  and  at  this  time  I  believe  we  would 
project  for  1963  perhaps  a  6-percent  increase  again. 

Mr.  Quie.  What  would  you  project  5  years  from  now?  You  state 
this  represents  32  percent  of  the  children  enrolled  now.  What  would 
you  think  would  be  the  number  receiving  school  lunches  5  years  from 
now? 

Mr.  Davis.  Looking  back  over  the  15-year  history  of  the  program 
under  this  act  it  would  appear  to  us  that  probably  it  would  continue 
to  run  somewhere  close  to  one-third  of  the  total  population. 

There  are  many  factors  that  affect  participation.  It  may  possibly 
increase  much  faster  in  the  next  5  years  than  it  lias  in  the  last  5  years. 
Partially  that  would  depend  on  a  matter  which  I  imagine  this  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  concerned  with,  and  that  is  the  building  of  more 
consolidated  schools  and  a  fewer  number  of  one-room  schools.  There 
has  been  a  marked  trend  in  that  direction  for  some  tune.  This  would 
tend  to  put  more  of  the  children  in  schools  which  might  have  facilities 
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for  preparing  and  serving  lunches,  so  that  the  proportion  might  very 
well  go  up  somewhat. 

Mr.  Quie.  That  is  all  I  have. 

Mr.  O’Hara.  Mr.  Davis,  the  proposed  new  allocation  formula 
would  not  affect  the  method  of  distribution  of  commodities  under 
section  32  or  section  416,  would  it? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir.  I  perhaps  should  have  mentioned  that  we  do 
distribute  those  on  the  basis  of  participation  already. 

Mr.  O’Hara.  Without  regard  to  any  income  weighting? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  has  been  on  the  basis  of  participation.  We  have, 
however,  been  encouraging  the  States  within  the  State  to  distribute 
their  commodities  somewhat  on  the  basis  of  need  and  to  give  more  of 
some  of  these  section  6  commodities  particularly  to  schools  which 
have  greater  need. 

On  the  section  32  and  416  commodities  for  the  most  part  they  can 
get  as  large  a  quantity  of  those  commodities  as  they  can  use  now. 
However,  under  section  6  where  we  are  definitely  limited  we  have  been 
urging  them  to  give  needy  schools  more  of  those. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  am  sure  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  appre¬ 
ciate  your  coming  here  and  giving  us  a  forthright  and  factual  statement 
of  what  is  proposed  in  amending  the  present  hot  lunch  program  for 
schools. 

As  consideration  proceeds  we  shall  expect  to  keep  in  close  touch  with 
the  Department.  We  trust  you  will  be  available  to  come  back  and 
give  us  an,y  additional  information  we  might  need. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  would  be  most  happy  to,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  might 
say  we  have  been  very  gratified  with  the  interest  of  this  committee 
and  their  assistance  in  this  matter.  I  think  we  will  come  up  with 
something  which  will  be  quite  an  improvement. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Thank  you.  I  hope  your  aspirations  come  about. 

Mr.  Davis.  There  is  one  matter  I  neglected  to  mention.  It  is  in 
the  statement  I  submitted  in  the  beginning. 

However,  the  Department  would  like  very  much  to  go  on  record  as 
being  in  favor  of  including  American  Samoa  in  this  legislation. 

I  believe  the  bill  as  it  is  written  at  the  moment  does  not  include  that. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Would  you  mind  preparing  the  necessary  legislation 
to  include  them? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  shall  do  that. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Very  well.  Submit  it  to  us.  After  the  hearings  we 
will  no  doubt  have  a  clean  bill  which  we  will  be  able  to  use. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows:) 

Suggested  Amendment  to  Bill 

1.  The  definition  of  “State”  in  section  5  of  the  bill  should  be  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(1)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  American  Samoa.” 

2.  The  last  sentence  of  section  2  of  the  bill  should  be  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal 

year  beginning  June  30,  1962,  one-half  of  the  funds  available  for  apportionment 
among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  factors  used  prior  to 
such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  such  funds,  and  any  funds  available  for  further 
apportionments,  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions, 
and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  beginning  June  30,  1962,  the  amount  apportioned 
to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000  each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first 
deducted  from  the  funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts 
to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States.” 


20 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


Mr.  Bailey.  The  next  witness  is  Dr.  Edgar  Fuller,  executive 
secretary,  Chief  State  School  Officers. 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  EDGAR  FULLER,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY 
COUNCIL  OF  CHIEF  STATE  SCHOOL  OFFICERS 

Dr.  Fuller.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
believe  in  the  interest  of  saving  time,  with  your  permission  I  will  file 
a  very  short  statement  which  I  have  here,  and  a  statement  from  the 
American  School  Food  Service  Association,  which  that  association 
has  asked  me  to  file.  It  is  a  brief  statement  representing  the  recent 
vote  of  the  association  which  has  25,000  members  in  all  of  the  States. 
It  also  includes  a  State  director  of  the  school  lunch  administration 
who  works  w’th  the  State  directors  of  all  the  States  as  well  as  with 
the  25,000  members  of  the  American  School  Food  Service  Association. 
There  is  a  short  statement  here  they  have  asked  me  to  file  in  their 
behalf. 

Mr.  Bailey.  If  there  is  no  objection  we  shall  accept  the  statement 
and  include  it  in  the  official  record. 

We  shall  also  include  your  formal  statement.  You  may  proceed 
to  comment  on  your  statement. 

(The  statements  referred  to  follow:) 

Formal  Statement  of  Dr.  Edgar  Fuller,  Executive  Secretary,  Council 
of  Chief  State  School  Officers 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Edgar  Fuller,  executive 
secretary  of  the  Council  of  Chief  State  School  Officers,  an  independent  educational 
organization  with  an  office  of  three  persons  here  in  Washington.  Members  of 
the  council  are  the  State  superintendents  and  State  commissioners  of  all  the 
States  and  the  chief  school  officers  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
Canal  Zone,  and  the  Virgin  Islands.  They  are  the  State  administrators  of  the 
national  school  lunch  program  in  all  States  for  the  public  schools,  and  also  for 
private  elementary  and  secondary  schools  in  26  of  the  55  jurisdictions.  We 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  here  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  council  supports  the  general  position  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  this  legislation.  This  was  not  true  in  the  hearings  held  August 
23-24,  1960,  and  we  are  greatly  pleased  about  the  developments  since  then.  I 
have  only  a  few  comments  and  one  addition  to  H.R.  8962  to  suggest. 

I  have  been  requested  to  present  a  statement  for  the  record  that  supports  the 
legislation  on  behalf  of  the  American  School  Food  Service  Association,  the  25,000- 
member  professional  organization  of  school  lunch  personnel  throughout  the  United 
States.  Its  officers  regret  their  inability  to  be  here.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would 
appreciate  it  if  this  statement  could  follow  ours  in  the  record  of  the  hearings. 

FEDERAL  FUNDS  FOR  STATE  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  respectfully  suggest  that  a  new  section  4  be  added  to  the 
administration’s  bill,  as  follows,  and  that  the  present  sections  4  through  8  be 
renumbered  5  through  9: 

“Sec.  4.  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1755)  is 
amended  (1)  by  inserting  ‘(a)’  after  ‘Sec.  6’,  (2)  by  striking  out  ‘for  his  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘for  use  as  provided  in  subsection 
(b)’,  and  (3)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

“  ‘(b)  Two-sevenths  of  the  funds  made  available  for  use  as  provided  in  this 
subsection  may  be  granted  by  the  Secretary  to  State  educational  agencies  which 
request  such  funds  for  use  by  such  agencies  in  meeting  their  administrative  ex¬ 
penses.  The  amount  which  may  be  granted  a  State  educational  agency  under 
this  subsection  may  not  exceed  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total 
funds  available  for  distribution  under  this  subsection  as  that  State’s  apportion¬ 
ment  under  section  4  for  the  year  bears  to  the  total  funds  being  apportioned: 
Provided,  however,  That  no  State  shall  receive  an  amount  smaller  than  $5,000  or 
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larger  than  $50,000  in  any  fiscal  year.  The  remainder  of  such  funds  may  be  used 
by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses.’  ” 

There  are  no  adequate  statistics  for  all  States  to  show  how  much  is  spent  from 
State  funds  for  State  administration  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  It  is 
certain  that  many  of  the  State  educational  agencies  are  understaffed  and  that 
lunch  program  efficiency  suffers  as  a  result. 

The  present  act  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  withhold  3)4 
percent  of  the  appropriation  for  Federal  administration.  This  remains  the  same 
under  H.R.  8962.  We  propose  that  two-sevenths  of  the  Secretary’s  allotment 
of  funds  for  administration,  which  is  roughly  equivalent  to  1  percent  of  the  cash 
grants  to  each  State,  be  allocated  to  State  departments  of  education  for  State 
administrative  costs,  upon  application  by  the  States  and  approval  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  The  remaining  five-sevenths,  which  is  equal  to  about  2J4  percent  of  the 
total  grants  to  the  States,  would  provide  more  for  Federal  administration  than 
has  ever  been  used  for  that  purpose. 

We  propose  a  minimum  of  $5,000  and  a  maximum  of  $50,000  annually  for  each 
State.  The  total  Federal  funds  required  to  finance  this  section  would  be  about 
$1,250,000  if  all  States  and  territories  apply  for  the  funds.  The  lower  amount  is 
a  minimum  for  effective  assistance  in  any  jurisdiction,  however  small,  and  the 
maximum  of  $50,000  annually  is  a  reasonable  amount  of  assistance  for  the  largest 
States.  The  total  Federal  funds  required  would  be  less  with  these  upper  and 
lower  limits  in  effect  than  would  otherwise  be  required  under  the  proposed  new 
section  4. 

Lack  of  State  administrative  funds  stands  first  among  the  reasons  why  some 
States  have  never  fully  assumed  their  responsibilities  as  intended  by  the  act  and 
by  the  1947  agreement  between  the  chief  State  school  officers  and  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture. 

Consider,  for  instance,  the  problem  of  auditing.  Both  State  and  Federal 
policies  call  for  the  States  to  assume  primary  responsibility  for  auditing,  but  less 
than  half  the  States  have  done  so  since  1947.  One  reason  is  that  some  legislatures 
and  State  fiscal  officers  find  it  easier  to  allow  the  Federal  Government  to  perform 
this  function  than  to  budget  State  funds  for  their  lunch  divisions.  Thus  the 
agreement  to  transfer  full  administrative  responsibilities  to  the  States,  reached 
in  order  to  minimize  any  possibilities  of  undesirable  Federal  controls  over  school 
lunch  programs,  are  nullified  by  the  inability  or  failure  of  the  States  to  assume 
their  full  responsibilities. 

Another  problem  concerns  administrative  reviews  of  local  lunchrooms  by  the 
States.  In  many  States  this  necessary  service  is  scarcely  adequate  to  support 
full  State  responsibility  to  the  Federal  Government.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  requests  that  administrative  reviews  be  conducted  by  the  State  in  30 
percent  of  its  local  lunch  programs  annually,  but  “performance  surveys”  con¬ 
ducted  by  mail  by  the  State  department  of  education  may  be  substituted  for  50 
percent  of  these  administrative  reviews.  This  is  another  situation  that,  in  many 
instances,  calls  for  more  effective  State  administration.  The  new  emergency 
section  11  of  the  bill  will  also  place  heavy  additional  responsibilities  upon  the 
State  administrators  of  t  e  school  lunch  and  food  distribution  programs. 

One  may  wonder  why  many  State  departments  of  education  are  so  hard  pressed 
financially  that  they  are  unable  to  do  what  their  own  policies  indicate.  The  fact 
is  that  it  is  difficult  for  many  departments  to  employ  appropriate  personnel  to 
meet  their  rapidly  increasing  obligations.  In  competition  for  personnel  with  the 
school  lunch  divisions  in  State  departments  of  education  are  a  number  of  feder¬ 
ally  subsidized  State  programs  such  as  vocational  rehabilitation,  vocational  edu¬ 
cation  and  several  branches  of  the  National  Defense  Education  Act.  Federal 
funds  build  up  the  staffs  of  State  departments  of  education  in  these  areas,  but  not 
in  the  school  lunch  divisions. 

Thus  the  school  lunch  division  competes  for  the  State  tax  dollar  under  great 
handicaps.  The  States  have  to  pay  the  entire  cost  for  additional  school  lunch 
personnel,  while  Federal  matching  funds  ease  the  way  for  their  competitors. 
Surveys  of  State  staffing  indicate  that  these  Federal  matching  funds  have  tre¬ 
mendous  influence  in  the  staffing  of  State  departments  of  education. 

A  large  majority  of  chief  State  school  officers  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  such 
an  amount  to  insure  more  State  autonomy  and  efficiency  in  administration  would 
benefit  the  lunch  program  more  than  a  similar  amount  used  otherwise.  We  ask 
for  your  special  consideration  of  the  State  departments  of  education  and  their 
serious  need  in  many  instances  for  assistance  in  order  to  improve  State  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  national  school  lunch  program. 

We  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  present  this  statement. 


22 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


Statement  by  Mr.  Earl  M.  Langkop,  Legislative  Chairman,  American 
School  Food  Service  Association 

On  behalf  of  the  25,000  members  of  the  American  School  Food  Service  Associa¬ 
tion  in  all  States  of  the  Union,  I  wish  to  express  appreciation  for  this  opportunity 
of  bringing  to  you  the  views  of  our  membership  concerning  needed  revisions  in  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

It  was  the  privilege  of  my  predecessor,  Mr.  Charles  W.  Lillev,  to  present  to  this 
committee  the  views  of  our  association  on  this  subject  just  over  1  year  ago.  I 
would  again  refer  to  the  statement  presented  by  Mr.  Lilley  on  August  17  and  18, 
1960. 

Our  statement  at  that  time  strongly  endorsed  the  proposed  change  in  the 
formula  for  distribution  of  school  lunch  funds  to  the  States,  based  upon  participa¬ 
tion  rather  than  upon  school  age  population.  Our  thinking  regarding  this  pro¬ 
posed  change  remains  the  same  as  expressed  1  year  ago. 

We  have  stated  previously — and  would  reemphasize — that  the  present  legis¬ 
lation  places  a  premium  upon  inactivity.  Those  States  having  the  lowest  partici¬ 
pation  and  doing  the  least  effective  work  in  bringing  the  advantages  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  to  their  children  benefit  accordingly  and  receive  highest 
per  meal  reimbursement.  States  doing  the  most  effective  and  energetic  job  of 
bringing  the  advantages  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  to  their  children  are 
penalized,  therefore,  and  clearly  work  under  a  severe  handicap.  Under  the  present 
formula,  low  participation  States  receive  as  much  as  7  to  9  cents  per  type  “A”  I 
meal  while  high  participation  States  receive  as  little  as  2  cents  per  type  -‘A” 
meal.  Such  a  distribution  pattern  is  clearly  unfair,  undemocratic  and  contrary 
to  the  will  of  Congress  in  initially  passing  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

In  line  with  our  understanding  of  the  provisions  of  the  O’Hara  bill  and  even 
though  we  are  disappointed  that  two  important  items  in  the  original  bill  have 
been  removed  in  the  administration  sponsored  bill,  American  School  Food  Service 
Association  would  favor  its  passgae  as  a  first  step  toward  correcting  our  present 
financial  situation.  We  believe  that  the  provisions  of  the  bill  for  the  transition 
from  the  present  form  of  distributing  funds  to  the  States  in  the  first  year  are  very 
commendable  and  we  feel  that  a  2  year  period  for  such  transition  should  be  ade¬ 
quate.  We  have  faith  that  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  will  recommend 
that  the  Congress  will  provide  adequate  funds  for  the  full  implementation  of  the 
act. 

The  Legislative  Committee  of  the  American  School  Food  Service  Association 
again  wishes  to  go  on  record  as  urging  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  wdiich  wrould  provide  for  allocation  of  funds  to  the 
States  keyed  to  participation  rather  than  school  age  population. 

Dr.  Fuller.  I  should,  like  also  to  have  permission  to  file  further 
statements  before  the  records  of  the  hearings  are  closed.  There  may 
be  one  or  two  others. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  am  sure  there  would  be  no  objection  to  your  filing 
later  statements.  a 

The  record  will  remain  open  until  the  15th  of  September.  If  you* 
have  additional  statements  to  file  by  then  they  may  be  included  in  the 
record. 

Please  proceed. 

Dr.  Fuller.  We  support  the  bill  that  Mr.  O’Hara  has  introduced 
and  we  agree  with  the  testimony  which  has  been  presented  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  regard  to  it. 

We  appreciate  Air.  O’Hara’s  introduction  of  the  bill  because  he  is  a 
Representative  from  one  of  the  States  which  would  least  benefit  from 
it.  This  is  a  mark  of  statesmanship  which  we  ought  not  to  overlook. 

The  only  thing  we  would  suggest  informally,  and  it  is  included  in 
the  formal  statement,  is  that  as  we  said  in  the  hearings  last  August  in 
connection  with  Air.  Brademas’  bill  13016,  we  believe  that  approxi¬ 
mately  1  percent  of  the  cash  appropriations  to  the  States  should  be 
used  for  State  administration  of  the  school  lunch.  We  have  addi¬ 
tional  reasons  for  it  this  year.  The  chief  State  school  officers,  with 
almost  no  exception,  are  anxious  about  this. 
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The  additional  reason  is  that  under  the  special  distribution  program 
of  the  administration  as  stated  in  section  11  of  the  bill  before  the 
committee,  Mr.  O’Hara’s  bill,  it  will  throw  additional  administrative 
responsibilities  on  the  State  departments  of  education  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  school  lunch. 

The  3JA  percent  allowed  to  the  Secretary  for  administration  has 
never  been  used  in  its  entirety.  1  believe  the  amount  used  most 
years  has  been  around  2  percent  rather  than  3}£. 

What  we  are  asking  is  that  1  percent  of  these  funds  that  are  allowed 
to  the  Secretary  be  made  available  to  the  State  departments  on  appli¬ 
cation  by  the  State  departments  and  approval  by  the  Secretary, 
making  it  entirely  optional  whether  a  State  uses  these  funds  or  not. 

I  have  explained  in  the  formal  statement  a  situation  in  which  the 
State  departments  find  themselves  in  regard  to  this  matter.  I  shall 
not  repeat  those  reasons  here. 

With  that  one  exception  we  support  the  bill  as  it  is.  We  support 
the  testimony  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  fully,  and  wTe  believe 
|  this  is  good  legislation  which  is  equitable  to  all  States  and  it  will 
correct  inequities  of  serious  character  which  have  grown  up  since  1946 
in  regard  to  a  considerable  number  of  States. 

Mr.  Bailey.  That  proviso  is  not  in  the  present  legislation  proposed 
by  Mr.  O’Hara? 

Dr.  Fuller.  That  proviso  was  in  the  bill  last  year — H.R.  10016, 
I  believe  it  was.  It  is  not  in  this  bill.  We  would  like  to  have  the 
same  thing  put  back  into  this  bill. 

We  believe  theie  are  additional  reasons  for  doing  that  this  year,  on 
account  of  this  emergency  feeding  program. 

Mr.  Bailey.  I  had  a  long-distance  telephone  call  from  my  State 
superintendent  of  public  instruction,  this  morning.  He  suggested 
that  the  matter  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  subcommittee  while 
we  were  considering  this  legislation,  so  I  am  glad  you  brought  it  up. 

Since  you  have  the  proposal  in  your  formal  presentation,  do  you 
want  to  take  a  moment  or  two  to  discuss  it? 

Dr.  Fuller.  Well,  it  would  be  in  this  bill,  as  we  have  it  before  us 
now,  a  new  section  4,  renumbering  the  subsequent  sections,  and  it 
would  provide  in  much  the  same  way  as  was  provided  in  the  Brademas 
bill  of  last  August.  I  shall  read  it  and  correct  the  record: 

*  Two-sevenths  of  the  funds  made  available  for  use  as  provided  in  this  subsection 
may  be  granted  by  the  Secretary  to  State  educational  agencies  which  request  such 
funds  for  use  by  such  agencies  in  meeting  their  administrative  expenses.  The 
amount  which  may  be  granted  a  State  educational  agency  under  this  subsection 
may  not  exceed  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total  funds  available 
for  distribution  under  this  subsection  as  that  State’s  apportionment  under  section 
4  for  the  year  bears  to  the  total  funds  being  apportioned. 

I  believe  section  4  would  have  to  be  renumbered  there. 

Provided,  however,  That  no  State  shall  receive  an  amount  smaller  than  $5,000 
or  larger  than  $50,000  in  any  fiscal  year.  The  remainder  of  such  funds  may  be 
used  by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses. 

That  would  leave  2%  percent  for  the  Secretary’s  expenses,  which 
is  an  amount  he  has  never  yet  used  entirely,  and  1  percent  for  alloca¬ 
tion  to  the  State  departments  on  application  by  the  States  and 
approval  by  the  Secretary. 

The  total  amount  would  be  about  $1.2  million  a  year.  The  benefit 
to  the  school  lunch  program,  which  is  a  program  of  more  than  $1  billion 
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a  year,  would  far  exceed  the  amount  of  money  necessary  in  order  to 
provide  those  benefits. 

Mr.  Bailey.  The  administrative  costs  are  actually  very  low  for  a 
program  that  large. 

Dr.  Fuller.  In  some  States  this  would  double  the  amount  available 
for  the  responsible  administration  of  the  State  lunch  programs  in  the 
States.  Even  in  the  smallest  jurisdiction  the  $5,000  minimum  would 
in  some  cases  double  the  amount  now  available. 

I  have  made  an  effort  in  the  formal  statement,  which  is  short  and 
covers  only  this  point,  to  show  why  it  is  that  the  States  have  difficulty. 
For  instance,  in  Indiana  I  think  Representative  Brademas  understands 
the  situation  in  Indianapolis.  He  commented  on  this  in  hearings 
last  August.  I  deplore  this  situation,  Mr.  Brademas,  as  much  as 
you  do.  I  have  been  to  Indianapolis  and  other  places. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Have  you  further  comments  at  this  time? 

Dr.  Fuller.  No,  I  have  not. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Questions? 

(No  response.)  i 

Dr.  Fuller.  It  is  a  distinct  pleasure  for  me,  since  I  have  been  on  ' 
sick  leave,  to  come  in  with  the  full  support  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  on  this  bill  without  having  to  go  through  the  sort  of  crit¬ 
ical  cross-questioning  I  have  from  time  to  time  undergone  in  this 
room. 

Mr.  Bailey.  The  next  witness  will  be  Mrs.  Ada  Stough,  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Parents  Committee. 

STATEMENT  OF  MRS.  ADA  BARNETT  STOUGH,  EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR,  AMERICAN  PARENTS  COMMITTEE,  INC. 

Mrs.  Stough.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  have  a  short  state¬ 
ment  which  I  shall  file  for  the  record.  Since  I  notice  time  is  getting 
short  I  shall  not  take  further  time. 

Most  of  the  members  know  the  organization  I  represent  and  how  we 
work  for  school  lunch  appropriations  and  better  school  lunch  programs. 

We  were  very  gratified  to  see  we  got  increased  appropriations  from 
the  Congress  this  year  and  I  see  no  reason  if  this  bill  is  passed  why 
Congress  will  not  increase  the  appropriations  next  year  so  that  Mr. 
O’Hara’s  State  and  some  of  the  other  States  where  some  of  my  good  ^ 
congressional  friends  come  from  will  not  be  left  holding  the  bag,  so  to 
speak.  They  will  not  be  cut  so  drastically.  I  feel  optimistic  about 
getting  an  appropriation  large  enough  to  take  care  of  some  of  these 
States. 

In  summarizing,  I  want  to  make  just  five  points  we  would  like  to 
see  in  this  legislation.  The  first  point  is  that  we  would  like  to  see  a 
formula  which  would  distribute  funds  to  the  States  on  the  basis  of 
actual  participation  rather  than  potential  participation.  You  have 
had  ample  testimony  before  this  committee  last  year,  and  I  have 
tried  in  the  written  testimony  to  show  how  a  State  which  really  tries, 
Mr.  Quie,  to  spread  the  school  lunch  program  to  more  children,  in 
other  words,  increase  the  participation,  is  penalized  because  the  money 
has  to  be  spread  much  more  thinly.  Each  school  that  takes  on  a 
school  lunch  program  gets  less  per  lunch  and  it  does  not  encourage  the 
length  of  the  program  as  this  new  principle  might. 
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The  second  principle  we  would  like  to  see  is  in  the  same  idea  of 
reimbursement  in  accordance  with  participation.  The  nonpublic 
schools  are  getting  a  larger  reimbursement  per  lunch  than  the  public 
schools. 

The  third  principle  which  I  find  now  is  in  the  O’Hara  bill,  which 
we  found  was  in  the  Senate  bill,  is  that  there  would  be  a  special  and 
additional  appropriation  to  help  schools  in  areas  of  special  need.  We 
realize,  Mr.  Bailey,  what  is  going  on  in  your  State  and  from  the  letters 
we  got  from  States  this  year  when  we  were  preparing  testimony  for 
the  Appropriations  Committee  we  found  that  these  areas  of  special 
need  were  making  for  a  great  handicap  and  a  great  financial  burden 
on  the  whole  school  lunch  program  in  the  entire  State  because  of  the 
number  of  free  lunches  they  were  called  upon  to  serve.  We  think 
this  principle  in  this  bill  would  help  greatly. 

The  fourth  principle  we  applaud  in  the  new  bill  is  this  transition 
period  which  would  cushion  some  of  the  shock  from  States  such  as 
Mr.  O’Hara’s  and  others  where  they  would  be  drastically  cut  if  the 
appropriation  were  not  appreciably  increased. 

The  fifth  principle  we  like  in  the  new  bill  is  that  there  is  a  specific 
floor  under  which  reimbursements  would  not  fall.  This  year,  with 
appropriations  not  being  adequate  to  take  care  of  many  States,  the 
reimbursement  has  fallen  way  down  in  some  States.  It  is  danger¬ 
ously  low.  I  say  “dangerously”  because  if  a  school  cannot  get  a 
certain  reimbursement  they  have  to  close  the  school  lunchroom  rather 
than  serve  luncheons. 

That  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  I  say,  we  applaud  your 
consideration  of  this  bill  and  we  would  like  very  much  to  see  these 
amendments  go  through  early  in  the  next  session  so  we  can  get  work 
for  an  increased  appropriation. 

May  I  ask  that  this  full  statement  be  submitted  in  its  entirety? 

Mr.  Bailey.  Without  objection  that  may  be  done. 

(Mrs.  Stough’s  statement  follows:) 

Testimony  by  Ada  Barnett  Stough,  Executive  Director,  American 

Parents  Committee,  Inc. 

Gentlemen.  I  am  Ada  Barnett  Stough,  executive  director  of  the  American 
Parents  Committee,  Inc.  The  organization  I  represent  is  an  organization  which 
concerns  itself  solely  with  legislation  for  the  health,  education,  and  welfare  of 
children.  Members  of  its  Board  (on  the  list  attached  to  my  testimony)  include 
as  you  will  see,  many  outstanding  men  and  women.  Support  and  improvement 
of  the  national  school  lunch  program  has  been  one  of  the  major  objectives  of  the 
American  Parents  Committee  during  its  15  years  of  existence. 

We  have  watched  the  school  lunch  program  grow  from  a  program  serving  3)4 
million  children  in  1947  to  one  serving  almost  13  million  in  1960.  Each  year 
we  have  worked  for  adequate  appropriations  for  the  program.  Consequently, 
support  for  the  legislation  you  are  considering  is  based  on  familiarity  with  the 
program  and  is  in  accordance  with  the  principles  voted  each  year  by  our  Board. 
I  appear  here  today  as  a  representative  of  that  Board  and  particularly  as  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  George  J.  Hecht,  chairman,  who  is  also  as  you  know  publisher  of 
Parents’  magazine. 

Rather  than  address  ourselves  to  any  particular  bill,  we  would  like  to  reiterate 
the  principles  we  would  like  to  see  incorporated  in  amendments  to  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act. 

The  first  and  most  important  amendment  wTe  would  like  to  see  is  one  which 
would  set  up  a  formula  to  distribute  funds  to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  actual 
participation  rather  than  potential  participation  as  is  now  the  case.  The  present 
formula  penalizes  a  State  which  makes  an  eifort  to  have  a  good  and  growing 
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school  lunch  program  and  rewards  the  State  which  does  not  encourage  improve¬ 
ment,  expansion,  and  the  serving  of  a  greater  number  of  children.  The  State 
which  exerts  itself  to  see  that  a  hot  lunch  is  available  to  the  greatest  possible 
number  of  school  children  must  spread  its  allotment  over  a  larger  area.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  State  which  simply  accepts  its  allotment,  maintains  the  status 
quo  and  makes  little  attempt  to  stimulate  growth  is  rewarded.  Fewer  children 
buy  lunch  in  that  State  so  the  State  allotment  does  not  have  to  be  shared  by  so 
many  schools  and  each  school  gets  a  larger  reimbursement  for  each  lunch  served. 
Since  the  present  formula  discourages  the  growth  of  the  program  and  works  to 
deprive  some  children  of  the  benefits  of  a  hot  lunch,  we  would  like  to  see  the  act 
amended  to  allot  Federal  funds  on  the  basis  of  actual  lunches  served. 

The  second  amendment  we  would  like  to  see  is  one  which  would  make  the 
principle  of  actual  participation  apply  to  nonpublie  schools  which  receive  school 
lunch  money.  Available  information  reveals  that  the  average  reimbursement 
rate  per  lunch  in  nonpublic  schools  runs  much  higher  than  the  average  for  public 
schools.  The  reimbursement  rate  is  figured  on  the  total  enrollment  of  children 
in  the  nonpublic  schools.  Since  comparatively  few  of  the  schools  operate  lunch¬ 
rooms  the  money  is  spread  only  over  a  small  area  and  each  school  profits 
accordingly. 

We  note  in  S.  2442  a  new  section  which  would  provide  for  an  additional  appro¬ 
priation  of  funds  to  provide  special  help  to  schools  in  areas  of  special  economic 
need.  We  assume  such  a  section  would  also  be  in  a  House  bill.  Such  a  provision 
would  seem  to  us  very  desirable  if  sufficient  flexibility  is  allowed  the  Department  i 

of  Agriculture  in  the  administration  of  this  section.  This  past  year  we  received  I 

letters  from  many  States  pertaining  to  funds  for  the  school  lunch  program.  From 
almost  all  of  them  we  heard  about  the  financial  burden  involved  in  providing  free 
lunches  for  the  youngsters  of  the  unemployed  or  those  in  schools  in  general 
economic  depressed  areas. 

The  1-year  transition  period  before  the  new  formula  would  be  effective  provided 
in  the  Senate  bill  would  seem  to  us  also  desirable.  The  effect  of  the  new  formula 
will  not  be  the  desired  one  if  there  is  not  a  specific  floor  below  which  the  reim¬ 
bursement  rate  per  lunch  would  not  fall.  We  believe  the  act  should  be  amended 
as  soon  as  possible.  The  President  should  then  recommend  in  his  next  budget 
an  appropriation  large  enough  to  insure  that  every  State  would  receive  the  mini¬ 
mum  amount  per  lunch.  The  U.S.  Congress  has  always  supported  the  school 
lunch  program  and  we  believe  it  will  do  so  in  the  future.  For  that  reason  we 
would  like  to  see  legislation  before  you  enacted  into  law  at  the  earliest  possible 
date.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Quie.  In  the  second  point  you  made,  do  I  understand  there 
will  be  less  money  available  under  the  new  formula  for  nonpublic 
schools?  Is  that  correct? 

Mrs.  Stough.  The  principle  regarding  nonpublic  schools  would  be 
the  same  as  that  for  the  public  schools,  which  would  be  on  participa¬ 
tion  rather  than  the  enrollment  of  public  schools. 

Mr.  Quie.  What  would  be  the  practical  effect? 

Mrs.  Stough.  The  practical  effect,  as  I  understand  it,  and  Mr.  ( 
Fuller  knows  these  details  more  fully,  the  practical  effect  would  be 
this:  Now  the  allocation  to  nonpublic  schools  is  based  on  enrollment 
of  pupils  in  nonpublic  schools.  Since  fewer  of  the  nonpublic  schools 
serve  lunches  this  serves  to  make  the  reimbursement  per  child 
greater.  Many  nonpublic  schools  do  not  serve  lunches.  To  those  who 
do  serve  lunches  the  reimbursement  rate  per  child  is  greater,  so  they 
are  really  getting  more  assistance  from  a  practical  point  of  view  than 
the  public  schools. 

Mr.  Quie.  But  the  effect  of  this  formula  will  be  to  reduce  that - - 

Mrs.  Stough.  If  we  make  it  on  participation  it  would  not  reduce  it 
if  a  larger  percentage  of  the  pupils  enrolled  were  getting  lunches. 

It  means  the  formula  applies  to  those  people  as  well. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Does  the  gentleman  representing  the  Agriculture 
Department  wish  to  comment  on  this? 
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Mr.  Davis.  I  would,  be  very  happy  to  comment  on  this.  We  have 
had  some  adverse  comments  in  the  past  over  the  condition  which 
arose  in  some  States  where  a  private  school  on  one  side  of  the  street 
serving  lunches  was  perhaps  reimbursed  at  1  cent  more  than  the 
public  school  across  the  street  in  the  same  city.  In  some  instances  it 
was  just  the  reverse,  where  the  private  schools  had  very  high  partici¬ 
pation  they  might  be  receiving  less  in  one  school  on  one  side  of  the 
street  than  the  public  school  on  the  other. 

Everyone  agreed,  I  believe,  that  this  was  not  equitable,  that  all 
schools  should  be  treated  alike,  so  the  formula  as  it  is  in  the  bill 
would  provide  the  same  opportunity  for  the  same  reimbursement  for 
all  schools  in  the  State,  public  and  private.  They  would  be  treated 
alike. 

Mr.  Quie.  Where  the  effect  of  the  new  formula  would  mean  a 
reduction  to  a  nonpublic  school  they  would  at  least  now  be  treated 
equitably  with  the  public  schools  in  the  area.  Where  they  were 
lower  than  the  public  schools  before  because  of  graeter  participation 
they  would  be  brought  up  so  they  will  be  made  equitable? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right.  In  all  fairness,  so  we  do  not  leave  the 
wrong  impression  with  the  committee,  I  believe  there  will  be  more 
instances  where  the  private  school  rate  will  be  lowered  than  there  will 
be  where  it  will  be  raised  because,  as  the  lady  has  already  testified, 
generally  speaking,  across  the  country  the  participation  in  private 
schools  for  many  very  good  reasons  has  been  lower  than  it  has  been 
in  the  public  schools,  so  that  in  all  fairness  I  think  you  should  know 
there  will  be  more  instances  where  it  will  be  lowered  than  raised. 

However,  there  are  some  where  it  has  been  lower  in  the  private 
schools  in  the  past.  They  will  now  receive  the  same. 

Mr.  Bailey.  This  would  tend  to  make  it  uniform? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  they  will  all  be  treated  alike. 

Mr.  Quie.  Looking  at  the  last  column  on  your  table,  if  we  have  an 
appropriation  of  $139  million  this  in  practically  every  case  will  bring 
the  participation  up  to  or  above  what  it  is  at  the  present  time?  Is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir.  There  are  one  or  two  exceptions,  I  believe, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Alaska,  and  one  or  two  others  which  will 
still  take  a  small  reduction  under  an  appropriation  of  $139.9  million. 

Mr.  Bailey.  One  observation.  I  am  curious  to  know  why  the 
District  of  Columbia  is  8  cents  per  pupil  and  4.2  cents  in  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  Davis.  Entirely  a  matter  of  participation.  In  relation  to  their 
child  population  in  the  District,  with  a  reasonably  high  per  capita 
income,  they  are  spreading  their  available  funds  among  fewer  children 
so  they  are  able  to  pay  this  very  high  rate  in  comparison  to  other 
States. 

In  a  State  that  has  high  participation  under  the  present  formula, 
as  you  well  know,  they  have  a  very  low  rate  per  meal.  This  bill  will 
correct  this. 

Mr.  Bailey.  To  what  extent? 

Mr.  Davis.  It  will  reduce  the  District  and  it  will  raise  the  propor¬ 
tion  that  a  State  such  as  West  Virginia  would  get.  For  example,  the 
percentage  of  participation  at  this  point  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is 
9.2  percent.  In  West  Virginia  it  is  38.6,  which  is  well  above  the 
national  average  as  you  can  see  so  far  as  participation  is  concerned. 
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While  this  will  cause  a  rather  sharp  reduction  in  the  amount  of 
money  the  District  gets,  and  might  necessitate  some  rather  difficult 
adjustments,  we  still  feel  it  is  much  more  fair  to  give  the  States  with 
high  participation  a  reimbursement  based  on  that  participation  rather 
than  on  their  lack  of  it. 

Mr.  Bailey.  Thank  3-011. 

Mr.  Quie.  Is  it  not  true  that  the  District  of  Columbia  has  perhaps 
the  highest  per  capita  income  of  any  State  in  the  Union? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  may  have  been  true  at  one  time.  If  \rou  take 
Metropolitan  Washington  that  would  be  a  different  story. 

Mr.  Quie.  The  District  itself. 

Mr.  Davis.  You  are  right,  Mr.  Quie. 

Mr.  O’Hara.  I  do  not  like  to  prolong  this  but  a  couple  of  questions 
have  arisen.  First,  before  I  get  too  much  credit  for  an  act  of  states¬ 
manship,  I  call  the  gentleman’s  attention  to  table  4  which  has  the 
transition  worked  into  it.  M3’  own  State  does  not  do  quite  as  badly 
as  it  would  if  we  went  directly  into  the  total  allocation  formula. 

Other  than  that  I  would  like,  with  respect  to  this  question  of  the 
allocation  of  funds  for  pupils  in  public  schools  and  nonpublic  schools, 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  committee  to  the  fact  that  the  justification 
for  this  program,  in  light  of  the  interpretations  of  the  first  amendment 
as  made  by  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  on  various  cases,  really  depends 
upon  a  grant  of  assistance  directly  to  the  pupils.  This  is  conceived 
as  a  program  not  of  any  aid  to  a  particular  school  or  class  of  school 
but  to  American  schoolchildren  regardless  of  where  they  go  to  school. 
Equal  assistance  to  them  seems  to  me  to  be  part  of  that  justification, 
I  wanted  to  point  that  out. 

One  further  point  with  regard  to  that  matter  is  that  I  feel  to  a  large 
extent  the  lesser  degree  of  participation  by  nonpublic  schools  is  the 
result  of  the  fact  that  a  lower  percentage  of  nonpublic  schools  have 
been  financially  able  to  equip  their  institutions  with  lunchroom  facili¬ 
ties.  I  would  personally  like  to  see  some  effort  made  under  this  act, 
or  under  administrative  action  or  under  other  programs,  either  to 
fund  the  existing  provisions  for  assistance  to  such  schools  for  the 
purchase  of  lunchroom  equipment  or  to,  in  the  alternative,  provide  a 
greater  degree  of  assistance  for  lunches  of  a  t3rpe  which  do  not  require 
preparation  at  the  site. 

I  wondered  if  either  Mrs.  Stough  or  Mr.  Davis  would  care  to  com¬ 
ment  on  that  aspect. 

Mrs.  Stough.  I  defer  to  Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Davis.  One  quick  word  on  that.  That  is  one  way  in  which 
the  funds  that  are  provided  in  the  bill  for  special  assistance  to  needy 
schools  might  very  well  be  used  for  additional  help  to  them  for  the 
expenses  of  preparing  lunches  perhaps  in  another  school,  and  trans¬ 
porting  them.  The  actual  assistance,  however,  would  be  in  the  form 
of  additional  food  or  additional  money  for  the  purchase  of  food  so 
other  funds  would  be  released  for  the  equipment  and  labor. 

Mr.  O’Hara.  I  would  like  to  point  out  in  conclusion  that  in  the 
neediest  areas,  both  in  public  and  nonpublic  schools,  you  are  less  apt 
to  have  the  sort  of  financial  base  for  support  of  schools  that  permits 
the  construction  of  luncheon  facilities  and  kitchen  facilities,  and  it  is 
in  those  very  same  areas  that  the  greatest  need  exists  for  help  through 
this  program,  too. 
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I  am  concerned  that  we  work  out  some  sort  of  arrangement  whereby 
we  can  overcome  that  difficulty. 

I  have  nothing  further. 

Mr.  Bailey.  If  the  suggestion  of  Dr.  Fuller  prevails  perhaps  the 
States  might  have  some  money  for  the  construction  of  facilities. 

Our  next  witness  is  our  colleague,  the  Honorable  Vernon  W.  Thom¬ 
son,  of  Wisconsin,  author  of  one  of  the  bills  before  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Thomson. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  VERNON  W.  THOMSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Thomson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  my  views  on  this  important 
legislation. 

Through  the  years  the  national  school  lunch  program  has  been  an 
important  instrument  in  maintaining  and  improving  the  health  of 
our  young  people,  while  at  the  same  time  providing  a  substantial  out¬ 
let  for  our  agricultural  abundance.  Last  year  some  13.5  million 
youngsters  participated  in  this  valuable  program.  This  was  the  first 
time  that  this  program  which  was  enacted  in  1946  has  topped  13 
million.  According  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  some  2,142 
million  lunches  were  served  last  year,  some  144  million  more  than  in 
the  previous  year.  Most  of  this  food,  about  80  percent,  was  purchased 
locally  by  the  62,000  public  and  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program.  About  265,000  students  in  my  State  of  Wisconsin 
alone  are  enjoying  the  benefits  of  the  program.  During  the  year  total 
local  purchases  amounted  to  some  $540  million.  In  addition,  58 
million  dollars’  worth  of  nutritious  foods  were  supplied  by  AMS 
purchases  to  supplement  the  $70  million  distribution  of  surplus  foods 
made  available  from  the  price  support  program. 

Unfortunately,  this  worthwhile  program  is  running  out  of  money. 
That  is  why  I  have  introduced  H.R.  6209  and  am  now  urging  the 
support  of  the  committee  for  my  bill.  The  problem  is  an  acute  one, 
not  only  in  my  State  but  also  in  the  States  of  Arkansas,  Colorado, 
Georgia,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Kentucky,  Massachusetts, 
Michigan,  Mississippi,  Missouri,  New  Hampshire,  New  Mexico,  New 
.York,  North  Dakota,  Oklahoma,  Puerto  Rico,  South  Carolina,  South 
Dakota,  Tennessee,  Washington,  and  Wyoming. 

It  may  well  be  that  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  can  meet  the 
increased  needs  by  added  appropriation  or  by  fund  transfers.  How¬ 
ever,  these  increased  needs  developing  in  these  24  States  must  be  met 
promptly  and  I  feel  that  this  committee  by  giving  its  support  to  this 
legislation  can  make  a  substantial  contribution  toward  the  strengthen¬ 
ing  of  farm  prices  and  the  improvement  of  children’s  diets. 

The  success  of  this  program  through  the  years  demands  our  con¬ 
tinuing  support,  so  I  most  sincerely  urge  the  committee  to  approve 
the  authorized  $10  million  increases  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bailey.  The  subcommittee  will  recess  at  this  time,  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair. 
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(The  following  material  was  submitted  for  the  record:) 

September  12,  1961. 

Hon.  Cleveland  M.  Bailey, 

Chairman,  General  Subcommittee  on  Education,  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 
Rouse  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Bailey:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  August  29  requesting  a  state¬ 
ment  in  support  of  my  bill  (H.R.  4688)  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
to  provide  for  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  funds  under  such  act  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  purpose  of  the  School  Lunch  Act  as  passed  in  1946  was  stated  in  its  title, 
as  follows:  “to  provide  assistance  to  the  States  in  the  establishment,  maintenance, 
operation,  and  expansion  of  nonprofit  school  lunch  programs.  For  each  fiscal 
year,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act.  It 
is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress,  as  a  measure  of  national  security, 
to  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children  and  to  encourage 
the  domestic  consumption  of  nutritious  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
by  assisting  the  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  in  providing  an 
adequate  supply  of  foods  and  other  facilities  for  expansion  of  the  program.” 

The  success  of  this  program  has  been  outstanding.  Its  acceptance  by  the. 
parents,  pupils,  and  schools  is  demonstrated  by  the  fact  that  in  1947  approxi-| 
mately  3}£  million  pupils  were  served  a  complete  meal  each  schoolday.  By  1960, 
nearly  13  million  students  were  served  a  complete  meal.  The  total  number  of 
meals  served  crossed  the  2  billion  mark  more  than  2  years  ago  and  continues  to 
grow. 

However,  the  number  of  schools  participating  in  the  program  and  the  number 
of  pupils  eating  lunches  have  both  increased  faster  than  available  funds.  Con¬ 
sequently,  it  has  been  necessary  to  reduce  the  Federal  reimbursement  rate.  I 
should  like  to  show  the  application  of  these  total  figures  to  the  State  of  North 
Dakota,  with  which  I  am  naturally  the  most  familiar.  Here  is  what  has  taken 
place  in  this  program  within  our  State. 

In  1959,  the  average  national  participation  in  the  lunch  program  was  about 
35  percent  of  school  enrollment.  North  Dakota’s  participation  during  the  school 
year  1959-60  was  45}i  percent.  In  December  1960  alone  the  participation  was 
52  percent.  However,  the  original  act  provided  for  about  8.7  cents  per  meal  of 
Federal  participation  in  our  State.  Over  the  years,  the  increase  in  the  number 
of  meals  served  reduced  the  Federal  share  to  5.3  cents  by  1953.  During  1960, 
although  the  appropriations  had  increased  to  $100  million,  the  number  of  children 
served  in  North  Dakota  was  great  enough  to  bring  the  reimbursement  down  to 
a  new  low  of  3  cents  a  meal,  which  was  1  cent  below  the  national  average.  This 
of  course  brought  about  increased  costs  to  the  school  district  in  providing  these 
class  A  meals  to  the  students.  The  current  national  4.1  cents  per  meal  does  not 
appear  to  be  sufficiently  conducive  to  encouraging  schools  to  participate  in  the 
program.  North  Dakota  rate  of  3  cents  is  even  less  conducive  to  it. 

One  of  the  reasons  for  the  increased  participation  in  North  Dakota  has  beenj 
a  great  deal  of  reorganization  of  school  districts.  This  has  eliminated  a  great^ 
many  of  the  small  rural  schools  and  necessitated  those  children  being  transported 
by  bus  to  the  towns.  This  means  that  more  students  are  away  from  home  for 
the  noon  meal  and  thereby  increase  the  demand  for  hot  meals.  Having  been 
closely  associated  with  this  program  in  my  State  for  many  years  and  having 
watched  its  expansion  and  success  despite  the  drawbacks  involved,  I  introduced 
H.R.  4688  at  the  beginning  of  this  session.  If  enacted,  I  feel  my  bill  would  do 
a  great  deal  toward  stabilizing  this  program  and  safeguarding  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  from  dropping  to  such  a  low  point  that  the  school  districts  will  drop  the 
entire  program. 

I  very  strongly  endorse  the  provisions  of  this  bill  to  your  committee  for  con¬ 
sideration  with  the  hope  that  it  will  be  acted  upon  favorably. 

Sincerely, 


Hjalmar  C.  Nygaard,  Member  of  Congress. 
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National  Catholic  Welfare  Conference, 

Washington,  D.C.,  September  15,  1961. 

H  on.  Cleveland  Bailey, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  House  of 
Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Bailey:  We  read  with  very  great  interest  the  remarks  of  Senator 
Long  and  Senator  Burdick  relative  to  a  revision  of  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  Senator  Long  and 
Senator  Burdick  spoke  to  the  bill  S.  2442  as  a  substitute  for  S.  347.  Their  remark 
are  to  be  found  in  the  Congressional  Record  August  18,  1961,  page  15258.  We 
recognize  the  force  of  their  argument  for  equity  in  the  distribution  of  the  funds. 
We  recognize  that  such  equity  should  be  represented  in  all  Federal  legislation, 
Realizing  the  impact  that  the  revised  formula  which  seeks  to  provide  such  equity 
would  have  upon  the  school  lunch  program  in  the  nonpublic  schools,  we  appreciate 
the  proposal  that  there  be  a  1-year  transition  period.  According  to  this  proposal, 
during  the  transition  period  one-half  of  the  funds  would  be  made  available  for 
apportionment  under  the  formula  now  in  effect  and  one-half  under  the  new 
formula.  This  undoubtedly  would  help  to  alleviate  the  impact  upon  the  non¬ 
public  schools.  In  conjunction  with  this  proposal  we  would  urge  that  the  Congress 
direct  a  comprehensive  study  to  be  made  of  the  operations  of  the  school  lunch 
program,  especially  as  to  participation.  We  would  suggest  that  this  study  extend 
no  more  than  2  or  3  years.  This  study  even  in  its  initial  phases  will  indicate  a 
need  for  a  2-  or  3-year  adjustment  period. 

We  share  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  with  the  original  framers  of  the  school 
lunch  legislation  a  deep  concern  for  the  health  needs  of  America’s  children. 
Undoubtedly  you  are  aware  that  the  present  lack  of  equity  arises  from  the  fact 
that  the  relative  participation  by  non-public-school  pupils  in  the  program  has 
been  lower  than  that  by  public  school  children.  If  the  participation  had  been 
equal  the  inequity  would  not  exist.  Obviously  the  need  of  non-public-school 
children  for  the  benefits  of  this  program  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  public  school 
children.  We  must  ask,  therefore,  why  there  has  not  been  equal  participation. 
It  is  our  contention  that  the  failure  arises  not  from  a  lack  of  need  or  of  interest 
but  rather  from  the  inability  of  many  nonpublic  schools  to  provide  the  facilities 
necessary.  The  original  legislation  included  an  authorization  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  the  purchase  of  such  facilities.  However  appropriations  have 
not  been  made.  We  would  ask  that  consideration  be  given  to  authorized  appro¬ 
priations.  We  feel  confident  that  if  the  nonpublic  schools  could  find  a  means  of 
securing  the  needed  facilities  the  asserted  inequity  would  disappear  and  a  much 
higher  percentage  of  America’s  children  would  have  the  needed  benefits  of  this 
legislation.  In  this  way,  Mr.  Chairman,  non-public-school  administrators  would 
find  the  program  more  acceptable  and  the  original  intent  of  the  Congress,  namely, 
that  all  American  children  should  have  adequate  nourishment,  would  be  obtained. 

In  the  light  of  these  facts  we  urgently  request  a  study  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  We  are  mindful  of  the  need  for  equity  but  we  are  also  mindful  of  the  need 
for  providing  for  the  well-being  of  all  of  the  children  whether  they  be  in  public 
or  in  nonpublic  schools.  We  know  that  you  and  your  committee  will  do  every¬ 
thing  possible  to  provide  legislation  which  will  give  to  the  Nation’s  schools  a 
program  so  designed  that  no  child  will  be  deprived  of  its  benefits. 

With  many  thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our  point  of  view, 

Sincerely 

Rt.  Rev.  Msgr.  Frederick  G.  Hochwalt, 

Director,  Department  of  Education. 


S.F.  No.  450 
Resolution  No.  7 

A  Resolution  Memorializing  Congress  To  Enact  Laws  Providing  for  More 
Widespread  Use  of  Farm  Commodities  for  School  Lunch  and  Welfare 
Programs 

Whereas,  one  of  the  most  pressing  problems  of  our  Nation  today  is  that  of  the 
ever-growing  supply  of  farm  surpluses;  and 

Whereas,  there  are  persons  in  our  Nation  who  suffer  nutritional  deficiencies 
because  of  financial  inability  to  secure  adequate,  nourishing  food;  and 
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Whereas  some  progress  in  the  problem  of  surpluses  could  be  made  by  greater 
use  of  the  surplus  commodities  for  school  lunch  programs  and  welfare  programs: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Minnesota,  That  the  U.S.  Congress 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  be  requested  to  expand  programs  whereby  sur¬ 
plus  food  is  distributed  for  school  lunch  and  welfare  programs;  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  the  secretary  of  state  is  instructed  to  send  copies  of  this  resolu¬ 
tion  to  the  President  of  the  United  States,  the  U.S.  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
and  each  Member  of  the  U.S.  Congress  from  the  State  of  Minnesota. 


) 

President  of  the  Senate. 
E.  J.  Chilgun, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


Passed  the  senate  this  fourteenth  day  of  March  in  the  year  of  Our  Lord  one 
thousand  nine  hundred  and  sixty-one. 


Hot  Taney, 
Secretary  of  the  Senate. 


Passed  the  house  of  representatives  this  fifteenth  day  of  April  in  the  year  of 
Our  Lord  one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  sixty-one. 

G.  H.  Leahy, 

Chief  Clerk,  House  of  Representatives. 

Approved  April  20,  1961. 

Elmer  L.  Andersen, 
Governor  of  the  State  of  Minnesota. 


Filed  April  20,  1961. 


Joseph  L.  Donovan, 
Secretary  of  the  State  of  Minnesota. 
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NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  FUNDS 


TUESDAY,  JUNE  19,  1962 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Research 

and  General  Legislation  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

Washington,  D.C. 

|  The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10:15  a. ill,  in  room 
324,  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Everett  B.  Jordan  (chairman  of 
the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Present:  Senators  Jordan  (presiding),  Hart,  and  Young  of  Ohio. 

Senator  Jordan.  T  am  going  to  call  the  subcommittee  to  order. 
Senator  Hart  will  be  here  in  a  few  minutes,  but  1  know  Senator 
Burdick  lias  another  place  to  go,  so  we  shall  proceed. 

The  purpose  of  this  hearing  is  to  receive  testimony  on  proposed 
legislation  which  would  revise  the  formula  for  distributing  cash 
assistance  funds  to  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Proposed  revisions  in  the  allocation  formula  have  been  studied  for 
several  years  by  a  great  many  people  who  are  interested  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  school  lunch  program.  Today  we  are  primarily  con¬ 
cerned  with  two  bills,  S.  2442,  which  was  introduced  by  Senator  Long 
of  Hawaii  and  Senator  Burdick  of  North  Dakota,  and  H.R.  11665, 
which  has  been  approved  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  We  have 
a  favorable  report  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on  S.  2442, 
and  we  plan  to  hear  testimony  today  from  representatives  of  the 
Department  on  H.R.  11665. 

(The  documents  referred  to  are  as  follows:) 

[S.  2442,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National 

School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  of  1946,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  revising  section  3  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘the  Secre¬ 
tary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other  than  section  11. 

“(b)  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  sums  authorized  in  subsection  (a)  above,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  11  of  this  Act.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Act  is  revised  to  read  as  follows:  “The  sums  appro¬ 
priated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  3(a) 
of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  program 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion 
among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  funds 
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made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods  under  the  provisions  of  section  3(a)  of  this  Act.  Apportionment  among 
the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for 
the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  appor¬ 
tionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method:  First, 
determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2) ;  second, 
divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indexes  for  all  the  States;  and  third,  apply 
the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  If  any  State 
cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made 
available  under  section  3(a)  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary 
shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner. 
Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1962,  one-half  of  the  funds  available  for  apportionment  among 
the  States  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  factors  used  prior  to  such 
fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  such  funds,  and  any  funds  available  for  further  appor¬ 
tionments,  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  5  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “number  of  children 
between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private 
schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within 
the  State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “partici¬ 
pation  rate  for  all  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  Act  is  redesignated  as  section  12  and  subsection  (d) 
thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American 
Samoa. 

“(2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may  deter¬ 
mine,  (a)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of 
public  instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (b)  a 
board  of  education  controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private  school  exempt  from 
income  tax  under  section  101(6)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended. 

“(4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used  by  schools  in  storing, 
preparing,  or  serving  food  for  schoolchildren. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  means  the  number  of  lunches,  meeting  the  mini¬ 
mum  requirements  of  the  type  of  lunch  for  which  the  maximum  rate  of 
reimbursement  is  authorized  by  the  Secretary,  served  by  participating  schools 
in  each  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  means  that  rate  determined  by  assigning  a 
value  of  five  to  each  of  the  States  and  by  increasing  the  value  of  five  for  each 
State  having  an  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  of  all  the  States  by  the  ratio  that  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  of  all  the  States  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of  said  State,  up  to 
a  maximum  value  of  nine.  The  per  capita  income  figures  shall  be  the  average 
of  those  certified  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  the  latest  three  years 
for  which  such  figures  are  available. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school 
grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  following  language  is  inserted  after  section  10  of  the  Act: 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  The  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3(b)  of  this  Act  shall  be 
used  by  the  Secretary,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance  to  needy  schools  for  the  purpose  of 
helping  them  to  meet  the  requirements  established  in  this  Act  concerning  the 
service  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.” 

Sec.  7.  These  amendments  shall  become  effective  July  1,  1961. 
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[H.R.  11665,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.) 

AN  ACT  To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“appropriations  authorized 

“Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out 
of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secre¬ 
tary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other  than  section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“appropriations  to  states 

“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5, 
shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The 
Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Ap¬ 
portionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the 
participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State. 
The  amount  of  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following 
method:  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and 
(2) ;  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States  (exclu¬ 
sive  of  American  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967);  and  third,  apply 
the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  If  any  State  can¬ 
not  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available 
under  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner.  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of 
any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1962, 
and  ending  June  30,  1967,  the  amount,  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be 
$25,000  each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  funds  available 
for  apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other 
States.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“and  less  the  amount  apportioned  to  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  ",  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him 
pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds  as  the  number  of  children  between  the 
ages  of  5  and  17,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State 
is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State  attending  school” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods 
and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for  the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  redesignated  as  section 
12  and  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  thereof  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the 
State  shall  impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum, 
instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any  school. 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 
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“(1)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fi,fty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American 
Samoa. 

“(2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may  deter¬ 
mine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of 
public  instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (B)  a 
board  of  education  controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private  school  exempt  from 
income  tax  under  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“(4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used  by  schools  in  storing, 
preparing,  or  serving  food  for  schoolchildren. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal  to  the  number 
of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in 
the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this 
Act  in  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average 
annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State 
having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient 
obtained  by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States 
by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  such  State,  except  that  such 
product  may  not  exceed  9  for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph  (i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State  and  for 
all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three 
most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certified  to  the 
Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and  (ii)  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before 
July  1,  1967. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school 
grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  after  section  10  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  each  succeeding  fiscal  year,  to  provide 
additional  funds  to  certain  schools  (selected  on  the  basis  of  factors  set  forth  in 
subsection  (b))  to  assist  such  schools  to  serve  free  and  reduced  price  lunches. 
From  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  reserve  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary,  but  not  in  excess  of  3 
per  centum  thereof,  for  apportionment  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam, 
and  American  Samoa.  Such  amount  shall  be  apportioned  among  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa  on  the  basis  of  (1)  the  relative 
numbers  of  free  and  reduced  price  lunches  served  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
by  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  places,  (2)  the 
need  of  students  in  such  places  for  free  or  reduced  price  lunches  and  (3)  the 
relative  assistance  need  rates  of  such  places.  The  remaining  amount  of  such 
sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States 
(other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa)  on  the 
same  bases.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  American  Samoa  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  an  assistance  need  rate  equal  to  such  rate  for  Guam,  for  periods  ending 
before  July  1,  1967. 

“(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c),  funds  apportioned  to  each  State 
under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  paid  to  selected  schools  in  such  State  to  assist  such 
schools  to  serve  free  and  reduced  price  lunches.  Such  schools  and  the  amounts 
of  such  funds  that  each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  shall  be  determined  by  the 
State  educational  agency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors:  (1)  The  economic 
condition  of  the  area  from  which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of 
pupils  in  such  schools  for  free  or  reduced  price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages  of  free 
and  reduced  price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their  students;  (4)  the 
cost  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  to  the  average  cost  of  school  lunches 
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throughout  the  State;  and  (5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assistance  as 
reflected  by  the  financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  programs  in  such  schools. 

“(c)  In  the  case  of  any  State  which  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  funds 
paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  with¬ 
hold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under  this  section  an  amount  which 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State  bears  to  the  number  of  such 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  select  nonprofit 
private  schools  in  each  such  State  and  shall  determine  the  amounts  which  shall  be 
paid  to  each  such  school  from  time  to  time  from  amounts  so  withheld,  on  the  basis 
of  the  same  factors  set  forth  in  subsection  (b).” 

Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  bv  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  July  1,  1962. 
Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  6,  1962. 

Attest : 

Ralph  R.  Roberts,  Clerk. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  7,  1961. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Ellender:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  a  report  on 
S.  2442,  a  bill  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  Department  recommends  enactment  of  this  bill. 

S.  2442  provides  for  (1)  a  revision  in  the  method  of  apportioning  cash  assistance 
funds  among  the  States  and  territories;  (2)  a  revision  in  the  method  of  dividing 
a  State’s  share  of  the  cash  assistance  funds  between  public  and  private  schools 
for  any  State  in  which  State  law  requires  this  Department  to  administer  the 
program  in  private  schools;  (3)  adds  a  new  section  to  the  act  authorizing  a  specific 
appropriation  to  provide  special  assistance  to  especially  needy  schools;  and  (4) 
extends  the  program  to  American  Samoa. 

With  the  exception  of  the  last  provision,  S.  2442  is  in  accord  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  previous  recommendations  submitted  to  your  committee  in  connection 
with  S.  347  and  S.  1469. 

We  are  also  in  accord  with  the  provision  of  S.  2442,  'which  would  extend  the 
program  to  American  Samoa.  Such  an  extension  was  recommended  by  the 
Study  Mission  to  Eastern  (American)  Samoa,  which  was  established  pursuant  to 
Senate  Resolution  330,  86th  Congress. 

We  do,  however,  have  two  recommendations  for  revisions  in  the  technical  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill.  First,  the  effective  date  of  the  amendment  needs  to  be  changed 
to  make  it  consistent  with  the  date  of  passage  of  the  amendment. 

Second,  because  the  allotment  of  funds  to  any  State  or  territory  under  S.  2442 
depends  upon  previous  participation  in  the  program,  special  provision  would  need 
to  be  made  for  American  Samoa. 

We  recommend  that  the  following  change  be  made  in  section  2  of  S.  2442: 

Amend  the  last  sentence  of  section  2  to  read  as  follows: 

“Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  one-half  of  the  funds  available  for  apportionment 
among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  factors  used  prior  to 
such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  such  funds,  and  any  funds  available  for  further 
apportionments,  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions, 
and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  beginning  June  30,  1962,  the  amount  apportioned 
to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000  each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  firs 
deducted  from  the  funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts 
to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States.” 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  S.  Murphy,  Acting  Secretary. 


Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Hart,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  here,  sir. 
Senator  Burdick,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time,  sir. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  QUENTIN  N.  BURDICK,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 

Senator  Burdick.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 

I  appreciate  the  convenience  you  have  provided  in  hearing  me  first. 

I  want  to  say  I  appear  on  behalf  of  S.  2442,  which  was  sponsored 
by  Senator  Oren  Long  and  myself.  I  know  the  committee  is  very 
busy. 

In  order  to  save  time,  I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
my  prepared  statement  may  appear  in  the  record. 

Senator  Jordan.  It  is  ordered. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Senator  Burdick  is  as  follows:) 

The  National  School  Lunch  Program 

One  of  the  most  effective  and  widely  accepted  programs  in  the  country  is  the 
national  school  lunch  program.  Some  30  years  ago  the  Federal  Government 
began  assistance  to  school  feeding  operations  primarily  as  a  constructive  outlet 
for  surplus  foods  that  could  not  be  profitably  moved  by  farmers  through  the  I 
normal  channels  of  trade.  From  these  tentative  and  experimental  beginnings, 
it  became  increasingly  apparent  that  this  approach  offered  a  variety  of  benefits 
to  the  country  as  a  whole. 

The  Congress  continued  its  assistance  to  this  program  because  of  its  demon¬ 
strated  effectiveness.  In  establishing  the  program  on  a  permanent  basis  with  the 
passage  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  in  1946,  the  Congress  had  two  objectives 
in  mind — safeguarding  the  health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s  children  and  pro¬ 
moting  the  domestic  consumption  of  agricultural  commodities.  The  program 
has  achieved  both  of  these  objectives  in  an  admirable  manner.  Not  only  has  im¬ 
proved  nutrition  resulted  in  students  who  are  more  alert  and  receptive  to  teach¬ 
ing,  but  the  program  has  tended  to  establish  a  pattern  of  food  habits  that  carries 
through  after  the  school  years.  The  program  serves,  too,  as  a  constantly  expand¬ 
ing  market  for  farmers,  and  it  has  broadened  the  base  of  that  market  by  introduc¬ 
ing  local  or  regional  foods  to  the  far  corners  of  the  country. 

Yes,  this  is  a  program  which  I  wholeheartedly  support.  I  am  proud  to  be 
identified  with  it.  And  I  feel  that  the  pending  proposals  before  the  Congress 
will  make  it  an  even  more  effective  program. 

Senator  Long  and  I  believe  the  legislation  presently  under  consideration  will 
accomplish  this  through  a  revision  of  the  formula  used  for  the  apportionment  of 
funds.  The  formula  now  in  effect  has  led  to  discrepancies  among  the  States  that 
violate  the  purposes  intended  by  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  formula  now  in  effect  takes  into  consideration  (1)  school  age  population, 
and  (2)  per  capita  income  of  the  State.  No  consideration  is  presently  given  to 
the  number  of  meals  served  in  the  school  system  of  a  State.  If  two  States  have  . 
equal  school  age  population  and  equal  per  capita  income,  they  are  allocated  I 
equal  amounts  of  money  even  though  one  State  serves  twice  as  many  meals  as 
the  other.  This  has  resulted  in  a  discrepancy  in  cash  assistance  of  from  2  cents 
per  meal  as  a  minimum  to  9  cents  per  meal  as  a  maximum. 

The  amendments  we  propose  would  substitute  for  “school  age  population” 
in  the  formula  the  more  realistic  factor  of  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the 
States  in  the  preceding  year.  A  State’s  need  would  still  be  determined  by  equat¬ 
ing  its  per  capita  income  with  that  of  the  per  capita  national  income.  I  urge  its 
adoption. 

I  am  proud  of  the  part  that  the  communities  and  the  children  of  my  own  State 
play  in  the  school-lunch  program.  Nearly  one-half  of  our  North  Dakota  children 
enrolled  in  primary  and  secondary  schools  are  participating  in  it.  This  compares 
with  the  national  average  participation  of  about  one-third  of  the  children.  This 
past  school  year,  636  North  Dakota  schools  served  lunches  to  77,083  children 
daily.  This  represents  over  12J4  million  lunches  yearly.  And  over  13  percent 
of  these  lunches  were  served  free  or  at  reduced  price  to  children  who  otherwise 
would  not  be  able  to  receive  the  nutritional  benefits. 

This  year,  in  North  Dakota  communities,  the  program  provided  a  local  market 
for  food  in  the  amount  of  $2,150,000 — a  significant  contribution  to  my  State’s 
economy.  The  Federal  Government’s  contribution  to  North  Dakota  was 
$432,443  in  cash  and  about  $825,000  worth  of  donated  foods. 
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The  program’s  contribution  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole  is  equally  impressive. 
As  a  result  of  a  congressional  appropriation  of  $170  million  for  the  current  fiscal 
year,  the  program  engendered  a  local  food  market  in  the  amount  of  approximately 
$010  million — more  than  three-fourths  of  all  the  food  used  in  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams.  In  addition,  it  provided  a  constructive  outlet  for  about  $111  million 
worth  of  foods  acquired  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  under  price  support 
and  surplus  removal  operations.  Through  this  program  nationally,  more  than 
14  million  children  have  had  the  opportunity  of  eating  a  nutritious  lunch  at  school 
each  day — in  many  instances,  the  only  adequate  meal  they  received  all  day. 

The  entire  Nation  gains  from  this  program  because  it  helps  assure  a  strong  well- 
fed  youth,  a  larger  income  for  the  farmer,  a  huge  market  for  the  food  trades,  jobs 
for  the  lunchroom  personnel,  employment  for  related  industries,  constructive 
outlets  for  abundant  commodities,  a  well-nourished  student  who  is  more  receptive 
to  instruction,  and  a  healthier  Nation.  The  program,  of  course,  could  not  have 
been  possible  were  it  not  for  the  cooperation  and  support  given  to  it  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  by  State  and  local  governments,  by  local  school  administrators  and  class¬ 
room  teachers,  by  producers  and  food  trade  groups,  and  by  civic  and  social 
organizations.  This  is  truly  a  national  program. 

Senator  Jordan.  I  might  say  that  Senator  Long  is  sick  and  cannot 
be  here.  I  would  like  to  say  it  will  appear  in  the  record  immediately 
I  after  yours. 

Senator  Burdick.  That  was  my  intention,  to  offer  his  statement 
at  this  time. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  go  into  the  merits  of  the 
national  school  lunch  program.  The  principal  change  made  in  the 
new  legislation  over  existing  legislation  is  the  basis  of  allocation  of 
funds.  The  formula  now  in  effect  takes  into  consideration  one,  school 
age  population  and  two,  per  capita  income  of  the  State. 

No  consideration  is  presently  given  to  the  number  of  meals  served 
in  the  school  system  of  a  State.  If  two  States  have  equal  school  age 
population  and  equal  per  capita  income,  they  are  allocated  equal 
amounts  of  money,  even  though  one  State  serves  twice  us  many 
meals  as  the  other.  This  has  resulted  in  a  discrepancy  of  cash 
assistance  of  from  2  cents  per  meal  as  a  minimum  to  9  cents  per  meal 
as  a  max  mum. 

We  feel  that  the  formula  based  upon  meals  served  instead  of  popu¬ 
lation  is  far  more  equitable  and  will  give  an  incentive  to  use  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  to  broaden  the  program. 

We  urge  a  favorable  consideration  of  the  new  formula. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

'  Senator  Hart,  have  you  any  questions? 

Senator  Hart.  Thank  you,  no,  sir. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Burdick. 

The  statement  of  Senator  Long  will  be  inserted  at  this  point. 

Statement  Filed  by  the  Honorable  Oren  E.  Long,  a  U.S.  Senator 
From  the  State  of  Hawaii 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  support  of  the  bills  you  are  considering  to  revise  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act.  It  has  been  my  privilege  to  introduce  three  such  bills  in  the  Senate. 
These  bills  were:  S.  3700  in  the  86th  Congress,  and  S.  371  and  S.  2442  in  the  87th 
Congress.  Since  my  introduction,  with  Senator  Burdick,  of  S.  2442,  a  very  similar 
bill  (II. R.  11665)  has  passed  the  House  of  Representatives. 

While  the  bills  I  have  introduced  on  this  subject  have  varied  in  some  details, 
they  have  one  major  characteristic  in  common  with  each  other  and  with  II. R. 
11665.  This  characteristic  is  a  change  in  the  formula  under  which  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  school  lunch  program  is  distributed.  At  the  present  time  the  dis¬ 
tribution  depends  upon  two  factors:  per  capita  income  and  number  of  school-age 
children  in  the  several  States.  I  certainly  have  no  quarrel  with  the  first  of  these 
factors,  but  I  consider  the  total  number  of  schoolchildren  to  be  an  unrealistic 
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and  inequitable  measurement.  Hence,  I  have  advocated,  and  S.  2442  and  H.R. 
11665  both  provide,  that  the  number  of  meals  actually  served  replace  the  number 
of  children  as  the  second  factor  in  the  distribution  formula. 

To  me,  this  change  is  only  simple  justice.  It  makes  actual,  rather  than  poten¬ 
tial,  use  of  the  program  the  determining  factor.  This  change  would  have,  in  my 
opinion,  at  least  two  salutory  effects:  (1)  It  would  provide  a  real  incentive  for 
States  to  develop  and  enlarge  their  school  lunch  programs;  and  (2)  it  would  put 
an  end  to  the  discrimination  that  the  present  program  has  tended  to  impose  on 
those  States  where  the  school  lunch  program  is  most  fully  developed. 

It  is  obvious  that  incentives  for  development  of  State  programs  would  be 
stimulated  by  the  change.  At  present,  a  State  receives  as  much  assistance  for  a 
program  in  which  hardly  any  students  participate  as  it  would  if  that  program  were 
several  times  larger.  If  assistance  were  to  depend  upon  the  size  of  the  program, 
as  the  bills  before  you  provide,  then  each  State  will  have  a  real  reason  for  expand¬ 
ing  their  programs  to  the  nutritional  benefit  of  their  entire  populations. 

The  equity  argument  is,  I  think,  at  least  as  strong.  Reliance  upon  total  num¬ 
ber  of  children  as  a  criterion  has  resulted  in  great  distortion  of  the  relative  assist¬ 
ance  received  by  the  various  States.  One  of  the  best  measurements  of  this  is  the 
average  per  meal  rate  of  assistance,  which  now  ranges  from  8.5  cents  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  7.9  cents  in  Rhode  Island  to  less  than  3  cents  in  Iowa  and  Louisi¬ 
ana  and  a  mere  1.9  cents  in  my  own  State  of  Hawaii.  I  submit,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  less  than  2  cents  per  lunch  is  a  very  small  pittance  with  which  to  reward  the  ( 
school  system  of  Hawaii  for  having  one  of  the  most  complete  and  successful  lunch 
programs  in  the  United  States. 

I  would  like  to  take  another  minute  to  discuss  the  inclusion  of  American  Samoa 
in  this  program,  as  proposed  by  both  S.  2442  and  H.R.  11665.  Two  years  ago 
I  had  the  privilege  of  being  chairman  of  a  special  committee  that  toured  the 
Pacific  areas  and  spent  some  time  studying  the  problems  of  this  remote  territory. 
Partly  because  of  my  lifelong  involvement  in  public  education,  I  was  particularly 
struck  by  the  difficulties  under  which  the  schools  operate  in  Samoa.  It  was 
obvious  that  one  of  those  difficulties  was  the  absence  of  certain  auxiliary  programs 
that  are  commonplace  in  the  United  States  proper.  Among  these  programs  I 
would  assign  the  school  lunch  program  preeminent  importance  especially  in  an 
area  where  incomes  are  low  and  there  is  little  public  understanding  of  the  impact 
of  nutritional  deficiences  on  the  community.  I  therefore  feel  strongly  that 
inclusion  of  American  Samoa  in  this  program  would  be  one  of  the  most  forward- 
looking  steps  we  could  take. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  endorse  the  special  assistance  program  incorporated  in 
section  6  of  H.R.  11665.  While  I  have  not  worked  on  this  particular  part  of  the 
bill  as  much  as  on  others,  I  am  in  complete  sympathy  with  its  objectives.  There 
are  few  experiences  in  a  teacher’s  life  sadder  than  seeing  children  try  to  learn 
when  they  are  without  proper  food,  and  perhaps  none  sadder  than  seeing  those 
same  children  try  to  look  the  other  way  when  their  more  fortunate  comrades  are 
enjoying  their  midday  meal.  Section  6  would  go  a  long  way  toward  correcting 
this  situation,  and  it  would,  I  believe,  have  great  humanitarian  and  educational 
value.  It  has  my  wholehearted  approval.  j 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  your  subcommittee  to  approve  thef 
bill  before  you.  In  his  agricultural  message  to  the  Congress  on  March  16,  1961, 
President  Kennedy  recommended  very  much  the  same  thing  in  these  words: 

“An  expansion  of  the  school  lunch  program,  with  the  increase  going  to  those 
schools  providing  a  high  proportion  of  free  lunches  because  of  the  high  level  of 
unemployment  in  their  localities,  and  with  a  change  in  the  allocation  formula  to 
include,  in  addition  to  school  age  population  and  per  capita  income,  the  number 
of  children  who  actually  receive  school  lunches.  In  this  way  the  best  possible 
nutrition  will  be  made  available  to  every  schoolchild,  regardless  of  the  economic 
condition  of  his  family  or  his  local  school  district.” 

S.  2442  has  the  full  endorsement  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  of  all 
school  lunch  officials  from  whom  I  have  heard  on  the  subject,  and  I  understand 
that  H.R.  11665  does  also.  As  evidence  of  additional  support,  I  would  like  to 
introduce  for  the  record  at  this  time,  House  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  24  of  the 
First  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  budget  session  of  1962,  urging  adoption 
of  the  measure.  The  people  and  the  government  of  my  State  are  solidly  behind 
this  measure,  which  I  sincerely  hope  will  be  enacted  during  this  session  of  the 
Congress.  Thank  you. 

(The  resolution  is  as  follows:) 
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Concurrent  Resolution 

Whereas  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  Public  Law  396,  79t,h  Congress  pro¬ 
vides  for  grants-in-aid  and  other  assistance  to  States  in  the  establishment,  mainte¬ 
nance,  operation  and  expansion  of  school  lunch  programs;  and 

Whereas  the  allocation  of  funds  to  States  participating  in  such  school  lunch 
program  is  now  based  upon  the  total  enrollment  of  school-age  children;  and 

Whereas  the  States  of  Hawaii  and  Louisiana,  with  70  percent  of  all  public  school 
children  participating,  have  the  highest  percentage  of  participation,  thereby 
receiving  a  lower  per  capita  appropriation  under  this  act  in  comparison  to  States 
who  receive  a  greater  per  capita  appropriation  as  a  result  of  a  lower  percentage 
of  participation;  and 

Whereas  the  American  School  Food  Service  convention  in  San  Francisco  in 
August  of  1959  made  a  study  of  the  school  lunch  program,  which  showed  that 
States  like  Hawaii  favor  a  change  in  policy  emphasizing  the  percentage  of  partici¬ 
pation  of  school  children  rather  than  the  total  enrollment  of  school-age  children; 
and 

Whereas  it  would  be  directly  beneficial  to  all  public  school  children  of  the 
State  of  Hawaii  that  the  policy  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  be  amended 
accordingly;  and 

Whereas  the  Honorable  Oren  E.  Long,  U.S.  Senator  from  Hawaii,  has  intro¬ 
duced  bill  No.  S.  2442  in  the  U.S.  Senate,  and  bill  No.  H.R.  8962  has  been  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  to  resolve  the  problem  described 
herein:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  First  Legislature  of  the  Staie  of 
Hawaii,  budget  session  of  1962  ( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  this  body  hereby 
respectfully  requests  the  Honorable  Senators  from  Hawaii,  Oren  E.  Long  and 
Hiram  L.  Fong,  and  the  Honorable  Representative  from  Hawaii,  Daniel  K. 
Inouye,  and  all  the  Honorable  Senators  and  Representatives  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
and  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  respectfully,  to  vote  in  favor  of  either 
S.  2442  or  H.R.  8962;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  transmitted  to  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  U.S.  Office  of  Education,  the  Honorable  Senators  from  Hawaii, 
Oren  E.  Long  and  Hiram  L.  Fong,  and  the  Honorable  Representative  from  Hawaii, 
Daniel  K.  Inouye. 

House  Concurrent  Resolution  No.  24 

The  House  of  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Hawaii, 

March  29,  1962. 

We  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  concurrent  resolution  was  this  day  adopted 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  of  the  First  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii, 
budget  session  of  1962. 

Elmer  F.  Cravalho, 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives. 
Shigeto  Kamemoto, 

Clerk,  House  of  Representatives. 


The  Senate  of  the  State  of  Hawaii, 

April  9,  1962. 

We  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  concurrent  resolution  was  this  day  adopted 
by  the  Senate  of  the  First  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Hawaii,  budget  session  of 
1962. 

W.  H.  Hill, 

President  of  the  Senate. 

Wm.  H.  Yim, 

Clerk  of  the  Senate. 

Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Howard  P.  Davis,  Director,  Food  Distribu¬ 
tion  Division,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

We  are  glad  to  have  you  with  us,  sir. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HOWARD  P.  DAVIS,  DIRECTOR,  FOOD  DISTRIBU¬ 
TION  DIVISION,  AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  SERVICE,  U.S. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Davis.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  have  with  me  my  deputy,  Samuel 
C.  Vanneman. 

Senator  Jordan.  Glad  to  have  you  with  us  also. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  are  pleased  to  appear  before  this  subcommittee 
to  discuss  the  provisions  of  H.R.  11665,  which  was  approved  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  June  5,  1962. 

This  bill  is  identical  in  purpose,  but  not  in  specific  language,  to 
S.  2442,  introduced  on  August  18,  1961,  by  Senator  Long  of  Hawaii 
for  himself  and  Senator  Burdick,  The  Department  reported  favor¬ 
ably  on  S.  2442  in  a  letter  to  Senator  Ellender,  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  dated  September  7,  1961. 

The  Department  recommends  enactment  of  H.R.  11665,  but,  as 
discussed  later  in  this  statement,  we  are  recommending  certain  changes 
in  section  6  of  this  bill.  This  section  authorizes  special  assistance  to 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  condi¬ 
tions  exist. 

It  has  been  quite  a  number  of  years  now  since  the  Department 
has  appeared  before  this  subcommittee  to  discuss  the  school  lunch 
program.  Therefore,  I  should  like  to  begin  our  presentation  with  a 
brief  review  of  past  developments  and  progress  under  the  program. 

Federal  assistance  to  school  lunch  programs  began  in  the  mid-1930’s 
when  foods  acquired  by  the  Department  under  the  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  were  donated  to  schools  for  use  in  school  lunch  programs. 
In  1943,  when  wartime  demand  for  food  had  virtually  eliminated 
surplus-removal  purchase,  the  Department  inaugurated  a  new  pro¬ 
gram  under  which  section  32  funds  would  be  used  to  make  cash  pay¬ 
ments  to  schools  to  help  them  to  make  local  purchases  of  food. 

In  the  next  3  fiscal  years — 1944  through  1946 — the  authority  to 
operate  this  type  of  cash  reimbursement  program  with  section  32 
funds  was  provided  in  the  annual  appropriation  act  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

•  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  was  approved  by  the  President  in 
June  1946.  It  placed  responsibility  for  the  administration  of  the 
program  in  State  educational  agencies. 

They  select  schools  for  participation,  make  agreements  with  par¬ 
ticipating  schools,  pay  reimbursement  claims  from  funds  advanced  to 
the  States  by  the  Department,  and  generally  supervise  operations  in 
the  local  schools  within  the  policies  and  regulations  established  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  act  did  provide,  however,  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  continue  to  administer  the 
program  in  private  schools  in  those  States  where,  by  State  law,  the 
State  educational  agency  was  prohibited  from  disbursing  funds  to 
private  schools. 

The  Department  now  administers  the  private  school  program  in 
28  States  and  in  the  territory  of  Guam. 

Other  major  features  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  were: 

(a)  A  specific  formula  for  the  distribution  of  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States. 
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(6)  Direction  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine  nutri¬ 
tional  standards  for  lunches  served.  The  type  A  lunch  established 
to  meet  these  standards  includes  a  half  pint  of  milk,  a  protein-rich 
food,  fruits  and  vegetables,  bread  and  butter  or  fortified  margarine 

(c)  Direction  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish  a  maximum 
rate  of  cash  reimbursement  for  each  lunch  served  in  participating 
schools. 

(d)  A  requirement  that  lunches  be  served  free  or  at  a  reduced 
price  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  prevailing  price. 

( e )  A  requirement  that  participating  schools  operate  their  lunch 
programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis, 

(/)  Section  6  of  the  act  gave  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  authority 
to  use  a  portion  of  the  appropriation  for  the  direct  purchase  of  foods 
for  distribution  to  participating  schools. 

(g)  Provision  was  made  for  the  continued  distribution  of  section  32 
foods  to  participating  schools.  Also,  section  416  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  provides  authority  to  donate  to  school  lunch  programs, 
food  commodities  acquired  under  price  support  operations. 

(A)  The  act  also  provided  for  the  matching  of  Federal  cash  grants 
from  sources  within  the  State  at  a  3  to  1  ratio  beginning  in  1955, 
with  downward  adjustments  for  States  having  a  per  capita  income 
below  the  national  average.  The  value  of  commodities  donated  to 
schools  does  not  have  to  be  matched.  Also,  as  interpreted  on  the 
basis  of  legislative  history,  children’s  payments  for  lunches  are  con¬ 
sidered  as  part  of  the  matching  funds. 

The  act  provides  that  at  least  75  percent  of  the  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  be  provided  to  states  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Up  to 
3)2  percent  can  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  and  the  remaining  amount,  21%  percent,  may  be  used  to  make 
special  purchases  for  the  program  as  authorized  by  section  6. 

In  actual  practice,  more  than  the  minimum  amount  is  provided 
to  the  states  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Federal  administrative 
expenses  this  year  are  about  1.7  percent  of  the  appropriation  and  the 
amount  reserved  for  section  6  purchases  has  been  established  at 
approximately  15  million  dollars  for  a  number  of  years. 

In  1962,  for  example,  85.7  percent  of  the  appropriation  was  used  for 
cash  reimbursement,  or  $12.4  million  more  than  required  under  the 
minimum  75  percent  requirement. 

Since  1959,  Congress  has  also  authorized  the  transfer  of  additional 
sums  of  section  32  funds  to  supplement  the  section  6  direct  procure¬ 
ment  program.  The  following  table  shows  the  amount  of  Federal 
cash  and  commodity  food  assistance  available  to  the  school  lunch 
program  for  this  fiscal  year: 


Fiscal  year  1961—62 

Appropriation:  Millions  of  dollars 

Cash  food  assistance _  $98.  6 

Purchase  of  sec.  6  commodities _  14.  4 

Special  commodity  funds: 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 _  45.  0 

Additional  sec.  6  funds _  10.  0 

Sec.  32  and  sec.  416  donations  this  year:  Estimated  cost _  111.  0 


Grand  total _  279.  0 
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With  respect  to  the  additional  $10  million'made  available  for  section 
6  commodity  purchases,  the  Congress  authorized  that  up  to  $2 % 
million  can  be  used  to  inaugurate  a  program  of  special  assistance  to 
needy  schools  which  because  of  poor  local  economic  conditions  (1) 
have  not  been  operating  a  school  lunch  program  or  (2)  have  been 
serving  free  or  at  substantially  reduced  prices  at  least  20  percent  of 
the  lunches  to  children. 

State  and  local  sources,  exclusive  of  children’s  payments  for  lunches, 
have  also  provided  increasingly  greater  support  to  the  lunch  program. 
At  the  present  time,  over  $250  million  is  coming  into  the  program 
from  these  sources.  Out  of  a  total  program  cost  of  $1.2  billion  for 
this  year,  about  24  percent  comes  from  the  Federal  Government,  55 
percent  from  children,  and  21  percent  from  State  and  local  sources. 

This  year,  14.1  million  children  are  participating  in  the  program. 
This  represents  about  32.5  percent  of  the  children  enrolled  in  ele¬ 
mentary  and  secondary  schools.  Almost  2.4  billion  lunches  were 
served  to  these  children  and  1  out  of  10  of  those  lunches  was 
served  free  or  at  reduced  prices  to  children  who  could  not  afford  to 
pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch.  Table  h  attached  to  the  statement, 
provides  a  selected  program  statistics  for  1946-47,  the  first  year  of 
operations  under  the  act,  and  for  1962-62,  the  current  year. 

The  bill  before  this  subcommittee  is  primarily  concerned  with  a 
new  formula  for  apportioning  cash  food  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  and  territories  and  with  the  addition  of  a  new  section  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  which  would  authorize  a  program  of 
special  assistance  for  schools  which  draw  their  attendance  from  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

Also  involved  is  a  new  method  of  dividing  a  State’s  share  of  the 
total  cash  assistance  funds  between  public  and  private  schools  in  any 
State  where  State  law  is  such  as  to  make  it  necessary  for  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  administer  the  lunch  program  in  private 
schools. 

THE  APPORTIONMENT  FORMULA 

As  previously  indicated,  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  now 
prescribes  the  formula  under  which  these  cash  assistance  funds  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  States  and  territories.  The  formula 
involves  two  factors:  (1)  The  school-age  population  in  each  State — 
a  measure  of  the  maximum  potential  size  of  the  program;  and  (2) 
the  relationship  of  each  State’s  per-capita  income  to  national  per- 
capita  income — a  measure  of  the  relative  need  of  the  various  States 
for  Federal  assistance. 

The  act  provides  that  States  shall  use  these  funds  to  reimburse 
participating  schools  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  lunches  served. 
The  maximum  allowable  payment  of  9  cents  for  a  type  A  lunch  has 
been  established  by  Department  regulations,  but,  this  year,  the 
national  average  Federal  cash  assistance  rate  will  be  approximately 
4.2  cents. 

Because  the  program  has  grown  faster  in  some  States  than  in  others 
in  actual  practice  the  average  per-meal  rates  of  cash  assistance  any 
State  is  able  to  pay  to  its  participating  schools  out  of  its  share  of  the 
available,  cash  funds,  tends  to  be  related  more  to  the  rate  of  program 
growth  than  to  need,  as  measured  by  the  per-capita  income  of  a 
State.  In  other  words,  the  States  share  in  the  cash  funds  on  the 
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basis  of  the  number  of  school-age  children  in  the  State,  adjusted  by 
relative  need.  However,  they  disburse  the  funds  to  schools  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  lunches  served  to  those  children  who  are 
actually  participating  in  the  program. 

Thus,  a  higher  income  State  with  below  average  participation  may 
be  able  to  reimburse  its  schools  with  a  higher  average  per-meal  pay¬ 
ment  out  of  its  share  of  the  funds  than  can  a  lower-income  State  with 
above  average  participation.  The  first  column  of  table  III  illustrates 
the  effect  of  the  current  formula.  States  are  ranked  by  income,  from 
the  highest  to  the  lowest,  together  with  the  estimated  average  per- 
meal  rates  of  assistance  that  can  be  provided  to  schools  by  the  various 
States  this  school  year. 

Likewise,  the  act  now  provides  that  when  a  State’s  share  of  the 
cash  assistance  funds  must  be  divided  between  the  public  and  private 
schools,  such  a  division  be  based  upon  the  relative  number  of  children 
attending  school  in  each  type  of  school  within  the  State.  Here,  too, 
variations  in  the  rate  of  school  lunch  growth  can  result  in  differences 
within  a  State  in  the  average  rate  of  payment  that  can  be  provided 
to  public  schools  by  the  State  and  to  private  schools  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  This  is  a  problem,  of  course,  only  in  those  States  where  it  is 
necessary  for  the  Department  to  administer  the  program  in  private 
schools. 

The  bill  before  the  subcommittee  would  take  differences  in  the  rate 
of  program  growth  into  account  by  substituting  the  factor  of  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  apportionment  formula  for  the  number  of  school-age 
children.  The  cash  assistance  funds  would  be  apportioned  among  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  each 
State  in  the  preceding  year,  with  below-average  income  States  receiv¬ 
ing  relatively  more  assistance  per  meal  than  average  or  above-average 
income  States. 

In  the  proposed  formula,  the  lower  income  States  would  be  provided 
with  a  larger  per  meal  allowance  by  applying  a  value  of  five  to  each 
lunch  served  in  average  or  above-average  income  States  and  a  higher 
value,  up  to  a  maximum  of  nine,  in  below-average  income  State. 

In  table  II  there  is  shown  the  resulting  per  meal  payments  that 
would  have  been  provided  for  1962  under  a  total  cash  assistance  fund 
of  $98.6  million,  $118.6  million,  and  $139.9  million.  Table  III  shows 
the  same  data  in  dollar  amounts. 

As  table  III  illustrates,  the  minimum  rate  assigned  to  any  State 
under  the  proposed  formula  is  the  rate  assigned  to  the  average-income 
State.  Also,  the  minimum  rate  in  any  year  would  depend  upon  the 
amount  of  funds  made  available  by  the  Congress  for  apportionment 
to  the  States  in  that  year.  In  1961-62 — referring  again  to  table  II — 
the  minimum  rate  would  be  3.5  cents  at  $98.6  million;  4.2  cents  at 
$118.6  million ;  and  5  cents  at  $139.9  million. 

The  same  factor  of  participation — as  measured  by  the  number  of 
type  A  meals  served  in  the  preceding  year — would  be  used  to  divide 
funds  between  public  and  private  schools  within  a  State  whenever 
such  a  division  is  necessary.  This  would  result  in  the  same  average 
per  meal  rates  of  assistance  for  public  schools  and  private  schools,  in 
those  States  in  which  the  program  in  private  schools,  because  of  State 
law,  is  directly  administered  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

We  have,  as  previously  indicated,  provided  for  a  1-year  transition 
from  the  old  to  the  new  apportionment  formula.  For  the  first  year, 
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half  of  the  cash  assistance  funds  would  be  apportioned  under  the  old 
formula  and  half  under  the  new  method.  For  the  second  year,  the 
new  formula  would  be  fully  effective.  Table  IV  shows  the  possible 
apportionments  to  States  under  the  current  and  proposed  formula 
during  the  transition  period. 

One  additional  technical  change  is  provided  in  the  bill.  Currently, 
the  income  factor  is  measured  by  the  per-capita  income  figures  for  the 
latest  year  that  can  be  certified  by  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

This  bill  provides  that  a  3-year  moving  average  of  per-capita  income 
shall  be  used  in  the  apportionment  formula,  using  the  latest  3  years 
available  from  the  Department  of  Commerce.  This  change  will 
help  eliminate  abrupt  year-to-year  changes  that  now  may  occur  in  a 
State’s  share  of  the  available  funds  and,  thus,  help  in  the  more  orderly 
development  of  the  program. 

We  feel  that  these  changes  are  desirable  in  order  to  correct  inequities 
that  have  developed,  since  1947,  in  the  application  of  the  present 
apportionment  formula. 

Currently,  those  States  which  have  been  most  successful  in  extending 
the  program  to  more  schools  and  to  more  children  have  found  them¬ 
selves  in  the  position  of  having  to  spread  available  cash  funds  thinner 
and  thinner  as  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  steadily  increased.  This, 
necessarily,  has  served  to  impede  further  development  of  the  program. 
We  believe  the  proposed  formula  will  provide  an  equitable  basis  for 
the  division  of  the  amount  of  cash  assistance  funds  that  the  Congress 
annually  will  make  available  under  the  regular  appropriate  process. 

EXTENSION  TO  AMERICAN  SAMOA 

The  bill  before  the  subcommittee  would  extend  the  school  lunch 
program  to  American  Samoa.  Such  an  extension  was  recommended 
by  the  Study  Mission  to  Eastern — American — Samoa,  which  was 
established  pursuant  to  Senate  Resolution  330,  86th  Congress.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  absence  of  a  participation  record,  the  bill  provides  that 
$25,000  shall  be  reserved  for  use  in  American  Samoa  for  each  of  the 
first  5  fiscal  years  following  enactment  of  the  bill.  Thereafter, 
American  Samoa  would  receive  funds  based  upon  actual  participation 
and  relative  need  under  the  regular  apportionment  formula. 

Almost  7,000  children  are  enrolled  in  elementary  and  secondary  I 
public  and  private  schools  in  American  Samoa.  Development  of  the 
lunch  program  there  may  be  slow  and  any  rapid  progress  will  prob- 
abty  depend  upon  the  provision  of  more  adequate  school  facilities. 
Nonetheless,  a  beginning  could  be  planned  once  Federal  assistance 
was  available. 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Section  6  of  H.R.  11665  would  establish  a  new  section  11  in  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  make  special  provisions  for  those 
communities  and  those  children  that  are  least  able  to  take  advantage 
of  the  school  lunch  program.  These  schools  draw  their  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  where  a  large 
proportion  of  the  children  would  need  to  receive  free  or  substantially 
reduced  price  meals  if  a  school  lunch  program  were  to  be  operated. 

Our  experience  has  demonstrated  that  the  amount  of  cash  assistance 
that  can  now  be  provided  to  these  schools  under  the  regular  .school 
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lunch  assistance  program,  together  with  the  limited  amount  of  funds 
that  such  communities  can  provide,  is  not  sufficient  to  finance  the 
cost  of  serving  school  lunches  to  all  of  the  children  in  the  school  who 
need  to  receive  lunch  at  no  cost  or  at  a  token  charge  of,  perhaps,  a 
few  pennies  or  5  or  10  cents.  The  funds  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  under  section  1 1  would  be  used  by  State  educational  agencies 
to  provide  these  schools  with  sufficient  Federal  cash  food  assistance 
to  permit  the  needy  children  to  have  the  benefits  of  an  adequate, 
school  lunch. 

When  H.R.  11665  was  reported  out  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor,  this  new  section  11  provided  considerable  ad¬ 
ministrative  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine 
the  manner  in  which  these  funds  were  to  be  used. 

However,  the  report  accompanying  the  bill  included  guidelines  for 
the  use  of  these  funds  which  had  been  submitted  to  that  committee 
by  the  Department. 

As  you  know,  section  11  was  substantially  amended  during  the 
course  of  House  debate  upon  the  bill  to  incorporate  these  guidelines 
into  the  language  of  the  bill.  As  passed  by  the  House,  the  new  sec¬ 
tion  11  contains  provisions  on  the  method  to  be  used  to  apportion 
funds  appropriated  for  special  assistance;  outlines  the  factors  to  be 
considered  by  State  educational  agencies  in  the  selection  of  schools 
for  special  assistance  and  in  the  determination  of  the  amount  of 
assistance  to  be  provided;  and  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  provide  special  assistance  to  such  private  schools  in  those  States 
where  the  program  in  private  schools  must  be  directly  administered 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  Department  does  not  object  to  the  inclusion  of  specific  language 
in  the  new  section  outlining  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  the 
funds  appropriated  for  special  assistance  will  be  apportioned  to  state 
educational  agencies  and  disbursed  to  schools. 

We  are,  however,  submitting  for  consideration  by  the  subcommittee, 
new  language  for  this  section  which  will  make  these  guidelines  more 
definitive,  provide  clarifications  we  believe  necessary  in  the  language, 
and  permit  the  Department  to  effectively  administer  this  added  phase 
of  the  school  lunch  program.  Copies  of  the  proposed  new  language 
have  been  provided  to  the  Committee  with  this  statement. 

We  believe  we  can  best  present  our  recommendations  by  a  subsec¬ 
tion  by  subsection  analysis  of  our  recommended  change. 

Subsection  (a) :  This  subsection  authorizes  an  appropriation  of 
$10  million  for  1963  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  in  succeeding 
fiscal  years.  This  is  in  line  with  the  appropriation  authority  provided 
in  the  new  section  11  as  passed  by  the  House. 

Subsection  (b) :  This  subsection  reserves  3  percent  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  apportionment  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  In  the  House  version  this  is  the 
maximum  percentage  that  could  be  made  available,  but  the  Secretary 
could  apportion  a  lesser  amount.  Without  operating  experience,  we 
believe  a  specific  percentage  should  be  reserved  for  use  in  these  terri¬ 
tories. 

This  apportionment  would  be  divided  among  these  territories  on 
the  basis  of  the  number  of  free  and  reduced-price  meals  served,  as 
provided  in  H.R.  11665.  However,  the  language  clarifies  the  specific 
manner  in  which  this  factor  would  be  used  to  make  such  a  division. 
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Also,  because  American  Samoa  will  be  participating  for  the  first  time 
in  1963,  a  specific  reserve  of  $5,000  is  established  for  its  use  in  1963. 

A  new  provision  is  included  in  this  subsection  to  provide  for  the 
return  to  the  Department,  during  the  course  of  each  year,  of  any 
unneeded  funds  initially  apportioned  to  any  territory,  to  be  then  paid 
to  other  of  the  territories  justifying  the  need  for  additional  special 
assistance  funds. 

Subsection  (c):  This  subsection  concerns  the  apportionment  of  the 
remaining  funds  among  the  “States,”  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa. 

As  passed  by  the  House,  97  percent  of  the  appropriation  would  be 
apportioned  among  these  States  on  the  basis  of  three  factors:  (1)  The 
relative  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  fiscal  year;  (2)  the  need  of  students  for  free  and  reduced-price 
lunches;  and  (3)  the  assistance  need  rate,  which  is  a  value  between 
5  and  9  as  used  in  the  new  formula  to  apportion  regular  cash  assist¬ 
ance  funds. 

At  this  time,  and  without  operating  experience,  the  Department  is 
not  in  a  position  to  develop  a  statistical  measurement  of  the  unmet 
need  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  as  would  be  required  by  the 
second  of  these  factors.  Therefore,  we  are  proposing  an  alternative 
method  to  insure  each  State  a  share  of  the  available  funds,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  recognize  that  the  unmet  needs  for  free  and  reduced- 
price  lunches  may  be  relatively  greater  in  some  States  than  in  others. 

Subsection  (c)  would  initially  apportion  not  less  than  50  percent  of 
the  funds  to  these  States  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  free  ox  reduced- 
price  lunches  served  in  each  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  and  the 
assistance  need  rate — -the  first  and  third  factors  contained  in  the  House 
version  of  the  bill. 

The  remaining  amount  would  be  held  in  reserve  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  apportioned  in  the  same  manner  to  those  States  justifying  the 
need  for  additional  funds  over  and  above  their  initial  apportionment. 
In  this  manner,  assurance  is  provided  that  schools  with  a  similar 
degree  of  need  in  all  States  can  be  helped  under  this  special  assistance 
program. 

Also,  this  subsection  would  be,  as  does  subsection  (b),  provide  for 
the  return  during  the  course  of  the  year  of  any  unneeded  funds 
initially  apportioned  to  each  of  the  States. 

Senator  Jordan.  May  I  ask  a  question  at  that  point? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Jordan.  That  unused  portion,  is  that  reapportioned  to 
other  States,  or  does  it  just  come  back  to  the  Treasury  as  unused 
funds  ? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir;  that  would  be  returned  for  possible  use  in  the 
other  States. 

Senator  Jordan.  Suppose  the  other  States  do  not  need  it? 

Mr.  Davis.  If  it  were  not  needed  by  the  other  States,  it  then  would 
return  to  the  Treasury. 
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Senator  Jordan.  Of  course,  they  could  say  they  needed  it  if  it  is 
free  money. 

Mr.  Davis.  Except  that  we  would  require  a  justification  of  their 
need  on  the  basis  of  the  schools  that  they  had  which  satisfied  these 
criteria  that  are  contained  in  the  section. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Davis.  Subsection  (d):  This  subsection  is  intended  to  provide 
clear  authority  to  the  Secretary  to  pay  to  States  any  special  assistance 
funds  apportioned  to  it.  Payments  would  be  made  in  the  manner 
authorized  for  the  payments  of  regular  cash  assistance  funds  to 
States — through  a  certification  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury. 

Subsection  (e):  This  subsection  retains  the  five  factors  included  in 
the  House  version  of  the  bill  which  are  to  be  considered  by  State 
educational  agencies  in  selecting  schools  for  special  assistance  and  in 
determining  the  amount  of  special  assistance  to  be  provided.  How¬ 
ever,  the  language  we  are  recommending  clarifies  the  intent  of  the 
Department  that  these  funds  shall  be  used  for  food  assistance.  Also, 
as  is  the  case  in  the  regular  food  assistance  program,  it  is  provided 
that  the  Secretary  will  establish  a  maximum  amount  that  may  be  paid 
to  any  school  for  each  type  A  lunch  that  is  served  to  attending 
children. 

Subsection  (f) :  This  subsection  retains  the  provisions  in  the  House 
version  of  the  bill  pertaining  to  the  operation  of  the  special  assistance 
program  in  private  schools  in  those  States  in  which  the  Department 
must  directly  administer  the  private  school  lunch  program. 

Subsection  (g):  This  subsection  provides  that  the  special  assistance 
program  shall  be  administered  in  the  same  manner  as  the  program  of 
regular  assistance  and  that  schools  shall  meet  the  same  operating 
standards. 

Specifically,  it  will  carry  over  to  the  special  assistance  phase, 
provisions  in  other  sections  of  the  act  such  as  those  requiring  an 
agreement  between  the  Department  and  State  educational  agencies 
and  between  selected  schools  and  the  State  educational  agency;  the 
keeping  of  necessary  records  and  their  availability  for  audit;  and  the 
prohibitions  against  imposing  any  requirements  with  respect  to  the 
curriculum  of,  or  the  methods  of  instruction  used  by  participating 
schools. 

Also,  schools  receiving  special  assistance  would  be  required  to  meet 
the  standards  of  operation  established  in  section  9  of  this  act.  These 
concern  such  matters  as  the  nutritional  quality  of  the  lunches  served, 
the  nonprofit  basis  of  lunchroom  operations,  the  determination  by 
local  school  authorities  of  those  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  price 
of  the  lunch,  and  the  prohibition  against  the  physical  segregation  or 
other  discrimination  against  children  receiving  a  free  or  reduced-price 
lunch. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make  this  statement  and  we  will 
be  glad  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

(The  attachments  to  the  prepared  statement  of  Howard  P.  Davis 
are  as  follows:) 
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Table  I. — Selected  program  statistics,  fiscal  years  1947  and  1962 


Fiscal  year 
1947 

Fiscal  year 
1962 

preliminary 

1.  Total  school  enrollment  (including  territories) _ 

26, 606, 077 

34, 144 
4, 545, 129 
17 

$128, 648, 278 

43, 415, 735 

64, 447 
14, 090, 148 
32  5 

$610,000,000 

2.  Participation: 

(a)  Number  of  schools _ _ _ _ _ 

(b)  Number  of  children _ _ _ 

(c)  Number  of  children  as  a  percent  of  total  enrollment _ 

3.  Local  food  purchases  by  schools _ 

4.  Total  cost  of  program: 

A.  Federal  contributions: 

(a)  Cash  payments  to  States _ _ 

i  $59, 896, 235 
5, 735,  269 
2,  312,  479 

2, 075, 000 

$98, 600, 000 
69, 434, 000 
111,000,000 
1, 966, 000 

(6)  Sec.  6  procurement _ _ _ _ 

(c)  Surplus  commodities _ 

(d)  Administration _ 

Total  Federal  contribution _ _ _ _ 

70, 018, 983 

281, 000, 000 

B.  State  contributions: 

(a)  Children’s  payments _  _ .  _ _ 

112, 540,000 
20, 616, 000 
17, 532, 000 

650, 000, 000 
100, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 

( b )  State  and  local  government _ 

(c)  Other  local.. _ _ _ 

Total  State  contribution _ 

150, 688, 000 

900, 000, 000 

C.  Grand  total  cost  of  program . .  . . .  ... 

i  220, 706, 983 

1, 181, 000, 000 

1  Does  not  include  $9,702,990  for  equipment. 
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Table  II.— Average  per  meal  rate  of  assistance  under  present  formula  for 
apportionment  and  under  proposed  formula 

[Cents] 


With  a  cash  assistance  fund  of- 

-  2 

State  1 

$98.6  million 

$118.6  million 

$139.9  million 

Present 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

3.0 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

District  of  Columbia.. _ ...  _ _ 

8.5 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.9 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.9 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.4 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

5.0 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

5.4 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

6.8 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.6 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.8 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.2 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.3 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

5.6 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.7 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.3 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

4.9 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.4 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.3 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

3.0 

3.5 

4.2 

5.0 

7.9 

3.6 

4.3 

5.1 

3.8 

3.6 

4.3 

5.1 

1.9 

3.7 

4.4 

5.2 

Wisconsin _ 

4.3 

3.7 

4.4 

5.2 

3.9 

3.7 

4.5 

5.3 

New  Hampshire _  . 

4.4 

3.8 

4.6 

5.4 

3. 1 

3.8 

4.6 

5.3 

3.7 

3.8 

4.6 

5.4 

5.3 

3.8 

4.6 

5.4 

3.9 

3.9 

4.7 

5.6 

2.9 

3.9 

4.7 

5.6 

5.4 

4.0 

4.8 

5.7 

3.0 

4.0 

4.8 

5.7 

5.8 

4.0 

4.8 

5.7 

3.8 

4.1 

4.9 

5.8 

4.6 

4.2 

5. 1 

6.0 

5.9 

4.2 

5.1 

6.0 

3.9 

4.2 

5.1 

6.0 

4.1 

4.2 

5.1 

6.0 

4.3 

4.2 

5.1 

6. 0 

4.6 

4.3 

5.2 

6.1 

5.1 

4.4 

5.3 

6.3 

3.4 

4.4 

5.3 

6.3 

5.2 

4.7 

5.6 

6.6 

2.6 

4.7 

5.7 

6.7 

3.3 

4.9 

5.9 

7.0 

3.4 

5.1 

6.1 

7.2 

4.5 

5.1 

6.1 

7.2 

4.0 

5.1 

6.1 

7.2 

4.6 

5.4 

6.4 

7.6 

3.9 

5.7 

6.9 

8.1 

4.5 

5.8 

7.0 

8.3 

5.2 

6.3 

7.6 

9.0 

3.7 

6.3 

7.6 

9.0 

8.1 

6.3 

7.6 

9.0 

U.S.  total _ _ 

4.2 

4.2 

5.0 

5.9 

1  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years,  1958,  1959, 1960. 

2  Based  on  estimated  meals  in  fiscal  year  1962. 
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Table  III. — Payments  to  States  under  present  formula  for  apportionment  and 

under  proposed  formula 

[Thousand  dollars] 


With  a  cash  assistance  fund  of — 


State  1 

$98.6  million 

$118.6  million 

$139.9  million 

Present 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Delaware - - - -  _  .  .  - 

159 

186 

224 

264 

District  of  Columbia . . . . . 

215 

89 

108 

126 

Connecticut . 

926 

833 

1,002 

1,182 

Nevada.-. . - . -  _. . -  _ 

106 

76 

92 

108 

New  York _ _ -  .. 

5, 834 

6,070 

7, 302 

8,614 

California _ _ _ _  _ 

6,143 

4,  376 

5, 263 

6,209 

Alaska -  - - 

92 

60 

72 

84 

New  Jersey - - 

2, 325 

1,209 

1,454 

1,716 

Illinois -  - 

3,977 

3,079 

3,704 

4,  369 

Massachusetts-..  - . .  __  -  ...  _ 

2, 079 

1,935 

2.  327 

2,  745 

Maryland . -  . 

1,455 

1,222 

1,470 

1,734 

Ohio. - - - 

4, 569 

3,  738 

4,496 

5,304 

Michigan .  ..  _  . . 

3,858 

2,  423 

2,  915 

3, 438 

Washington. .  . . . . . 

1,392 

1,330 

1,600 

1.887 

Colorado...  . . .  — 

873 

926 

1, 114 

1,314 

Pennsylvania  .  -----  _ _ _ 

5,257 

3,  757 

4,519 

5,332 

Oregon . .  . . .  ___  .. 

893 

938 

1,128 

1,331 

Wyoming.  -  _  .  . . 

175 

191 

230 

270 

Missouri _  _  ...  .. - - - 

2, 049 

2,  376 

2,858 

3, 372 

Rhode  Island.  -  -  .. 

395 

180 

217 

256 

Indiana...  _  .  . 

2,  402 

2,295 

2,  760 

3,  256 

Hawaii . . . . . . . 

354 

677 

815 

961 

Wisconsin _  _ _  ..  _  _ 

2,063 

1,765 

2, 124 

2,505 

Nebraska...  . 

734 

714 

859 

1,013 

New  Hampshire . . . . . 

313 

269 

323 

381 

Minnesota . - . . . .  .  ... _ 

1,910 

2,349 

2,825 

3,333 

Kansas...  - - -  - - 

1,161 

1,185 

1,426 

1,081 

Montana _ _ _ _  ...  _. 

406 

291 

350 

412 

Arizona . . . 

807 

822 

989 

1.166 

Iowa..  ..  .  . .  . .  .. 

1,  567 

2,078 

2,  499 

2,948 

Guam... . .  . . .  . 

72 

54 

65 

76 

Florida .  .  ...  . . 

2, 671 

3,605 

4,336 

5,115 

Texas _ _ _ _ _  ...  ... 

5,820 

4,077 

4,  904 

5,785 

Utah . .  . . 

604 

650 

782 

922 

Maine -  - -  - 

580 

532 

640 

755 

Vermont . . . . . 

237 

172 

207 

243 

Virginia . .  . 

2,460 

2,663 

3,  203 

3,779 

Oklahoma... . . . .  . 

1,406 

1,448 

1,742 

2, 055 

Idaho... . . .  . . .  . . 

465 

460 

553 

652 

NewMexico..  . . . . . .  . 

697 

659 

792 

934 

South  Dakota . . .  . 

426 

372 

447 

527 

North  Dakota _  _  _  . . . . . 

430 

559 

672 

792 

West  Virginia..  ....  . .  . . 

1,366 

1, 236 

1,487 

1,754 

Louisiana _  .._ . .  ..  . . 

2,  501 

4,491 

5,402 

6,373 

Georgia . .  . .  . 

2,988 

4,485 

5,394 

6.  364 

North  Carolina  . . . 

3, 598 

5,364 

6,  452 

7,611 

Tennessee..  _  _ _ _ 

2, 686 

3,044 

3,661 

4,319 

Kentucky _ _ _  .  . . . 

2, 342 

2, 966 

3.  567 

4. 208 

Alabama _  _  _  _  _ 

2,779 

3. 241 

3.898 

4.599 

South  Carolina _  _  _ _ _  __ 

2,  270 

3, 343 

4,  021 

4.  743 

Arkansas . . .  _  . 

1,582 

2,053 

2,469 

2,  913 

Mississippi..  .  _  . . 

2, 403 

2,966 

3,568 

4,209 

Virgin  Islands .  . . . .  _  . 

38 

64 

77 

91 

Puerto  Rico.  _ _  ...  ...  ..  _ 

3, 690 

2, 657 

3,196 

3,770 

U.S.  total _ _ _ 

98, 600 

98, 600 

118, 600 

139,900 

1  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years,  1958,  1959,  and 
1960. 
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Table  IV. — Payments  to  States  under  present  formula  for  apportionment  and  under 
proposed  formula  during  transition  period  1 2 

[Thousand  dollars] 


With  a  cash  assistance  fund  of— 


State  3 

$98.6  million 

$118.6  million 

$139.9  million 

Present 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Delaware _  _  _  . . . 

159 

172 

208 

245 

District  of  Columbia _ _  _  _  _ 

215 

152 

183 

216 

Connecticut  _ ...  _  ..  _ 

926 

879 

1,  058 

1,248 

Nevada _ -  - .  _  .  . . 

106 

91 

no 

130 

New  York -  - - -  _ - 

5, 834 

5, 952 

7,160 

8,  445 

California _ .  .  . . ..  _ 

6, 143 

5,  259 

6, 326 

7,462 

Alaska- - - -  . 

92 

76 

91 

107 

New  Jersey  _  __  . . .  _  _ 

2,  325 

1,767 

2, 125 

2,507 

Illinois. . . . 

3,  977 

3,  528 

4,244 

5,  006 

Massachusetts  __  _  _ _ _  __  ... 

2,  079 

2,007 

2,414 

2,  848 

Maryland _  ...  _  . . . 

1,455 

1,339 

1,610 

1,899 

Ohio.  _ _ _ _  __  _ _  . 

4,  569 

4, 154 

4,  996 

5,  894 

Michigan.  .  _  .  .  .  . . . . . 

3,  858 

3,140 

3,  778 

4,  456 

Washington  . 

1,392 

1, 3bl 

1,637 

1,931 

Colorado 

873 

900 

1,082 

1,277 

Pennsylvania- .  _ .  .  _ 

5,  257 

4,  507 

5,  421 

6,  395 

Oregon...  . .  . .  _ 

893 

916 

1, 101 

1,  299 

Wyoming  _  _  _  . . .  _  _  __ 

175 

183 

220 

260 

Missouri _ _  .  . . . 

2,  049 

2,  212 

2,  661 

3, 139 

Rhode  Island..  _  .  . . .  ...  _ 

395 

288 

346 

408 

Indiana . .  .. 

2,  402 

2,  349 

2,  825 

3, 332 

Hawaii..  .... . . .  .  .. 

354 

516 

620 

732 

Wisconsin  ...  ..... _  __  ...  .  . 

2,063 

1,914 

2, 303 

2,  716 

Nebraska.  . . . ...  _ 

734 

724 

871 

1,207 

New  Hampshire . 

313 

291 

350 

412 

Minnesota... . .  . . .  .  .  _  . 

1,910 

2, 129 

2, 561 

3,021 

Kansas.  _ _  ...  .  . . 

1,161 

1, 173 

1,411 

1, 665 

Montana .  . .  ... _ 

406 

348 

419 

494 

Arizona . . . . 

807 

815 

980 

1,156 

Iowa.  ... . . . .  . . 

1,567 

1,822 

2, 192 

2,585 

Guam.  . . 

72 

63 

76 

90 

Florida . . .  . . .  . 

2,  671 

3, 138 

3,  774 

4.452 

Texas  _  ...  .  _  .  _ _ _  _ _ 

5,  820 

4, 949 

5, 952 

7,  021 

Utah... . . . . . .  . 

604 

627 

754 

889 

Maine _ _  _ _ ...  . . 

580 

556 

669 

789 

Vermont. . .  __  _  _ _ ... 

237 

205 

246 

290 

Virginia.  .  . . . .  _  .  . . 

2, 460 

2,  562 

3, 081 

3,635 

Oklahoma _ ....  . . 

1,406 

1,427 

1,  717 

2,  025 

Idaho..  _  _.  . . . 

465 

462 

556 

656 

New  Mexico . .  .  . . 

697 

678 

815 

962 

South  Dakota _  _ _  _ 

426 

399 

480 

566 

North  Dakota . .  .  . . 

430 

494 

595 

701 

West  Virginia  ...  .  .  . . . . . 

1, 366 

1,301 

1,  565 

1, 846 

Louisiana.  ...  .  . 

2,501 

3, 496 

4,  205 

4, 960 

Georgia...  _  _  _  _  _  ._  . 

2,988 

3,  736 

4,  494 

5, 301 

North  Carolina-  .  .  _  .  _  _  . 

3,  598 

4,  481 

5,  390 

6, 358 

Tennessee.. .  .  .  . . 

2,686 

2,  865 

3,446 

4,  065 

Kentucky . 

2,  342 

2,  654 

3, 192 

3,  766 

Alabama  .  . 

2,  779 

3,  010 

3, 621 

4,  271 

South  Carolina  ...  ...  _  _ 

2,  270 

2.  806 

3, 376 

3,  982 

Arkansas  .  . .  .  .  _  .  .  . 

1,582 

1,818 

2, 186 

2,  579 

Mississippi  __  ..  .  .... _ _  ._ 

2,  403 

2,685 

3,229 

3,809 

Virgin  Islands  . .  _  _.  .  _ 

38 

51 

61 

72 

Puerto  Rico  . . . 

3, 690 

3,173 

3, 817 

4,503 

U.S.  total  .  .  _  ....  ...  _ 

98, 600 

98, 600 

118, 600 

139, 900 

1  Represents  an  apportionment  of  funds,  lA  under  the  present  formula  and  lA  under  the  proposed 
formula. 

2  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years,  1958,  1959, 

and  1960. 
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Proposed  New  Language  for  Section  6  of  H.R.  11665  Establishing  a 
New  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  / 

Sec.  11.  (a)  'There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each 
succeeding  fiscal  year  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping 
such  schools  to  meet  the  requirement  of  section  9  of  this  Act  concerning  the  service 
of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year, 
3  percentum  shall  be  available  for  apportionment  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  From  the  funds  so  available  the  Secretary 
shall  apportion  to  each  such  State  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the 
total  of  such  funds  as  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  bears  to 
the  total  number  of  such  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  all  such  States  in 
the  preceding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963, 
$5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  American  Samoa,  v  hich  amount  shall  be  first 
deducted  from  the  total  amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this  subsection. 
If  any  such  State  cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  all  of  the  funds 
apportioned  to  it,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionment  on  the  same 
basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  any  such  States  which  justify  the  need  for 
additional  funds  for  such  purposes. 

(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal 
year,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  apportioned  among  States,  other  than 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the 
following  factors  for  each  State:  (1)  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 
served  in  accordance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  and 
(2)  the  assistance  need  rate.  These  factors  shall  be  applied  in  the  following 
manner:  First,  determine  an  index  for  each  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and 
(2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indexes  for  all  such  States;  and, 
third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  Any 
funds  so  initially  apportioned  which  cannot  be  utilized  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  by  the  State  to  which  apportioned,  together  with  any  other  funds  available 
for  apportionment  pursuant  to  this  subsection  (c),  may  be  further  apportioned  by 
the  Secretary  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  such  States  which 
justify  the  need  for  additional  funds. 

(d)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  be 
made  as  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  section  7  of  the  Act. 

(e)  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
be  disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods.  The  selection  of  schools  and  the 
amounts  of  funds  that  each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  (within  maximum  per 
lunch  amounts  established  by  the  Secretary)  shall  be  determined  by  the  State 
educational  agency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors:  (1)  The  economic  condi¬ 
tion  of  the  area  from  which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of  pupils 
in  such  schools  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages  of  free  and 
reduced-price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their  pupils;  (4)  the  prevail¬ 
ing  price  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  with  the  average  prevailing  price 
of  lunches  served  in  the  State  under  this  Act;  and  (5)  the  need  of  such  schools 
for  additional  assistance  as  reflected  by  the  financial  position  of  the  school  lunch 
programs  in  such  schools. 

(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  dis¬ 
burse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the 
Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under  subsec¬ 
tions  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  v.  hich  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds 
as  the  number  of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9 
of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  State  bears  to  the  number  of  such  free  and 
reduced-price  lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  this  Act  in  such  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so 
withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  vithin  such  State  for  the  same 
purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  applicable  to  a  State  educational 
agency  disbursing  funds  under  this  section. 

(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms  and  conditions  governing  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  school  lunch  program  set  forth  in  other  sections  of  this  Act  shall  be 
applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  express  requirements  of 
this  section. 
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Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Hart?  > 

//Senator  Hart.  Mr.  Davis,  concern  has  been  expressed  to  me  that 
somehow  or  other,  in  the  older  areas  of  large  urban  centers,  specifi¬ 
cally  in  those  places  in  the  big  city  where  the  needs  presumably  of 
the  children  in  attendance  are  greatest,  the  school  building  is  oldest 
and  lacks  the  facilities  which  enable  the  school  district  to  make  use  of 
these  foods.  They  are  old  buildings,  they  do  not  have  cafeterias, 
some  have  no  assembly  halls,  certainly  no  kitchens. 

Have  you  any  suggestions  as  to  how  the  Department  could  help 
develop  participation  in  these  areas? 

Is  there  any  pilot  project  that  you  have  on  your  shelf  that  you 
might  be  able  to  suggest? 

Mr.  Davis.  Well,  we  have  been  quite  concerned  over  this  problem 
for  a  number  of  years,  and  you  are  quite  right,  this  condition  does 
exist  in  many  of  our  large  cities,  particularly  in  the  northeastern  part 
of  the  country.  There  are  any  number  of  cities  where  they  have 
these  old  buildings  that  were  built  on  a  neighborhood  basis  for  the 
children  to  go  home  for  lunch.  This  was  before  the  advent  of  the 
large  numbers  of  working  mothers,  and  the  building  is  so  old  that 
they  are  attempting  to  get  new  buildings  and  they  do  not  want  to 
put  any  substantial  improvements  in  those  buildings,  such  as  kitchens, 
even  if  they  had  the  room  for  them. 

We  have  in  process  at  this  time  a  rather  substantial  study  of  this 
problem,  particularly  from  the  standpoint  of  central  food  preparation. 
There  are  a  number  of  cities  who  have  solved  this  problem  by  preparing 
foods  centrally  and  then  sending  it  out  to  the  schools.  The  children, 
in  turn,  can  either  eat  in  some  special  room  that  has  been  provided, 
or  even  at  their  desks. 

We  have  a  rather  specific  study  that  will  be  completed  within  the 
next  month  or  two  in  Newark,  Ohio.  We  also  have  studied  the  pos¬ 
sibility,  the  problems  and  the  advantages,  of  this  sort  of  centralized 
food  preparation  in  a  number  of  other  cities — Oakland,  Calif.,  in 
Newark,  as  I  mentioned.  We  have  taken  a  long  look  at  the  way  they 
handle  this  very  problem  in  New  York  City,  where  they  serve  some 
well  over  100,000  lunches  a  day  by  this  centralized  preparation  and 
then  sending  it  out  to  these  older  schools.  We  also,  under  the  program 
that  I  mentioned  in  my  statement  that  the  Congress  provided  for 
this  current  year,  have  been  attempting  to  encourage  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  lunch  programs  in  some  of  these  areas  through  additional 
commodity  assistance. 

For  example,  in  your  State,  I  think  that  in  this  pilot  operation, 
with  this  $2.5  million  limitation  that  we  have,  we  have  some  14  schools 
with  an  enrollment  participation  of  slightly  under  3,000  children. 
Now,  these  are  located,  many  of  them,  in  large  cities.  There  are  six 
of  these  schools  in  Detroit,  for  example.  There  they  faced  all  of  these 
same  problems,  but  with  some  ingenuity  by  the  community  and  with 
this  special  assistance  that  we  were  able  to  give  them  so  that  they 
could  serve  the  necessary  free  meals,  they  have  had  quite  a  successful 
program  this  current  year. 

We  feel,  and  we  have  so  told  the  Appropriations  Subcommittees 
that  we  could  do  this  same  job  on  a  larger  scale  much  better  with  cash 
assistance.  It  is  much  more  flexible;  they  can  provide  better  and 
more  varied  meals.  But  we  have  found  that  it  is  possible — I  think 
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Detroit  is  an  outstanding  example,  and  certainly  the  District  of 
Columbia  has  shown  that  it  is  possible  in  these  cities,  with  these  old 
schools,  with  central  preparation,  with  community  support,  that  they 
can,  if  they  want  to,  establish  school-lunch  programs.  This  special 
assistance,  of  course,  would  be  particularly  helpful  in  some  of  the 
large  cities,  where  whether  they  have  been  designated  for  area  rede¬ 
velopment,  or  whether  they  have  extreme  unemployment  generally, 
they  still  have  these  small  pockets,  these  undeveloped  neighborhoods, 
these  very  low  economic  situations  that  would  be  able  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  this  special  assistance.  We  could  help  those  schools  materially. 

Senator  Hart.  This  special  assistance,  I  take  it,  comes  after  a 
request  has  been  received  from  them,  from  the  school  district  to  you; 
is  that  the  normal  course? 

Mr.  Davis.  Well,  actually,  under  the  program  this  year,  I  believe 
the  State  education  officials  and  our  Federal  officials  actually  went 
out  to  areas  that  they  knew  and  explained  the  assistance  that  was 
available  and  did  make  sure  that  they  knew  about  it.  Of  course,  the 
school  made  up  its  own  mind  and  applied. 

Senator  Hart.  The  reason  I  pursue  this,  it  is  my  information  that 
only  about  10  percent  of  the  school  population  in  Detroit  participates 
in  this  Federal  program,  and  tragically,  of  course,  it  is  in  the  areas 
where  the  need  is  most  acute  that  there  is  lack  of  participation. 

Does  the  Department  have  and  would  it  be  able  to  give  the  com¬ 
mittee  data  showing  the  present  participation  in  the  so-called  central 
sections  of  these  metropolitan  centers  of  the  country? 

Is  there  any  data  that  you  have  on  that? 

Mr.  Davis.  Ordinarily,  of  course,  we  deal  entirely  through  the 
State  educational  agency,  so  we  do  not  get  reports  that  would  give  us 
that  on  the  face  of  it.  However,  we  do  make  a  careful  administrative 
analysis  of  the  operations  in  each  State  each  year.  We  could  get  you 
this  information  on  a  representative  number  of  large  cities.  We  do 
not  have  it  in  any  tabulation  at  this  point,  but  we  would  be  very  happy 
to  get  it  for  you. 

Senator  Hart.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  there  is  no  objection,  I  think  it 
would  be  very  helpful  to  some  of  us  to  have  this  kind  of  information 
for  the  file  if  not  for  the  record. 

Senator  Jordan.  It  it  is  possible,  Mr.  Davis,  to  furnish  that  t 
information,  we  would  appreciate  it  and  we  will  insert  it  in  the  record  " 
at  the  conclusion  of  your  remarks  so  that  it  will  be  available,  not  only 
to  the  subcommittee  but  to  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  will  be  very  happ}^  to. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 
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Participation  in  the  national  school  lunch  program  by  children  in  schools  located  in 

a  sample  of  large  U.S.  cities 


City 

Average  daily 
attendance  in 
elementary  and 
secondary 
schools 

Number  of 
children  par¬ 
ticipating  in 
the  national 
school  lunch 
program 

Percent  of  total 
attendance  par¬ 
ticipating  i 

166, 935 
241, 966 
132, 135 
288, 113 

102, 718 
11,585 
14, 896 
28,  766 
49, 611 

m 

14,802 
15, 665 

61.  5 

4.7 

11.2 

9.9 

Chicago _  _ _  .  _  ..  _ 

299',  552 
139, 959 
86, 253 
68, 849 

16.5 

(2) 

17. 1 

San  Francisco _  _ _ _  _ _ _  _ 

22.7 

1  A  large  portion  of  the  participation  in  most  of  the  large  cities  is  in  the  junior  and  senior  high  schools 
which,  because  they  serve  wide  areas,  are  usually  equipped  with  food  service  facilities.  The  relatively  low 
participation  percentages  for  certain  cities  reflect  the  lack  of  food  preparation  facilities  in  the  elementary 
schools  which  generally  serve  neighborhood  areas. 

2  34  out  of  the  130  elementary  schools  in  Cleveland  have  lunch  programs  but  none  of  these  schools  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  national  school  lunch  program.  Therefore,  information  on  participation  is  not  available. 


Senator  Hart.  Under  section  11,  as  you  propose  it  now,  do  I 
understand  that  you  will  continue  to  attempt  to  develop  special 
technical  assistance  aimed  at  this  kind  of  problem? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  very  definitely.  We  feel  that  the  two  elements 
of  the  new  bill  would,  on  the  one  hand,  insure  the  general  run  of 
children  who  can  afford  to  make  the  normal  payment  equal  treatment 
in  all  States,  with  perhaps  a  little  additional  help  in  the  very  needy 
States.  But  beyond  that,  recognizing  that  even  in  those  States,  with 
a  relatively  high  per  capita  income,  there  are  these  special  problems, 
these  pockets  of  very  extreme  economic  need,  and  we  would  hope  that 
with — armed  with  this  special  cash  assistance  to  assist  these  schools, 
then  the  other  element  that  we  would  be  able  to  contribute  would  be 
perhaps  the  impetus  but  more  important,  technical  assistance  in 
making  known  to  the  schools  or  pointing  out  to  these  schools  possible 
ways  in  which  they  could  establish  a  program,  sharing  with  them  the 
experience  of  other  similar  communities  that  have  perhaps  put  in  this 
centralized  preparation  system.  And  we  feel,  if  I  could  digress  just 
one  moment,  that  as  we  go  along,  the  Federal  contribution  to  this 
program  in  the  area  of  technical  assistance  to  the  States  and  to  local 
f  communities  in  regard  to  management,  equipment,  various  buying 
practices — the  vast  realm  of  technical  assistance — is  equally  important 
with  the  cash  assistance  that  we  will  be  able  to  provide  for  the  total 
program. 

This  we  have  been  able  to  do  on  an  increasing  scale  over  the  years, 
still  within,  we  are  rather  proud  to  say,  a  relatively  small  administra¬ 
tive  cost. 

Senator  Hart.  Well,  any  study  or  recommendatioidthat  the  De¬ 
partment  can  make  to  improve  the  utilization  in  these  high-population 
urban  centers  certainly  would  be  helpful. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  certainly  have  a  problem  there  that  is  equal  to  the 
one-room  school  problem. 

Senator  Hart.  There  are  more  bodies  involved,  though)  That  is 
the  additional  trouble. 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 
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Senator  Hart.  On  a  technical  point,  ours  is  a  State  which  does  not 
permit  the  distribution  to  the  private  schools,  and  I  have  been  asked 
to  clarify  whether  it  is  your  understanding  that  under  the  new  section 
11,  the  Secretary,  in  making  the  direct  grant  to  the  private  school,  can 
include  schools  which  do  not  have  a  record  of  previous  participation. 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes.  And  we  are  speaking  now,  I  take  it,  of  just  this 
special  assistance  feature. 

Senator  Hart.  Which  I  take  it  is  the  only  one  that  you  are  involved 
with? 

Mr.  Davis.  No;  we  administer  the  regular  program.  We  have 
over  the  years.  It  is  provided  in  the  original  legislation.  We  have 
administered  the  program  in  28  States  in  the  private  schools  directly. 
Now,  we  would  propose  to  do  the  same  thing  in  this  bill;  it  would 
provide  that  we  do  the  same  thing  in  regard  to  the  special  assistance. 

Those  schools  which  have  never  been  able  to  have  a  lunch  program, 
we  feel,  represent  the  first  priority;  really,  the  sort  of  schools  that  we 
would  hope  would  take  advantage  of  it. 

Now,  that  is  providing  those  schools  meet  these  criteria  as  contained 
in  the  act. 

Senator  Jordan.  In  other  words,  the  private  schools  to  receive 
direct  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  would  have  to  meet 
the  same  standards  as  the  public  school? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Hart.  And  the  fact  that  they  have  not  heretofore  partici¬ 
pated  would  not  render  them  ineligible? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir.  In  fact,  that  is  one  of  the  things  this  bill  is 
aimed  toward. 

Senator  Jordan.  The  public  schools  not  now  availing  themselves 
of  this  can  come  under  the  program  if  they  meet  the  standard  and  the 
same  thing  applies  to  the  private  schools.  It  would  come  directly 
under  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  the  States  that  prohibit  it. 

Do  you  have  a  list  of  such  States? 

Mr.  Davis.  We  can  provide  a  list.  I  do  not  have  one  with  me. 

Senator  Jordan.  I  would  like  to  have  that  if  you  would  supply  it 
for  the  record. 

Mr.  Davis.  There  are  28  such  States  and  Guam. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 

States  and  Territories  in  Which  the  Department  of  Agriculture  Has 

Direct  Administrative  Responsibility  for  the  National  School  Lunch 

Program  in  Nonprofit  Private  (Including  Parochial)  Schools 


Alabama 

Maine 

Pennsylvania 

Arizona 

Maryland 

South  Carolina 

Arkansas 

Michigan 

Tennessee 

Colorado 

Minnesota 

Texas 

Delaware 

Montana 

Utah 

Florida 

Nebraska 

Virginia 

Guam 

Nevada 

Washington 

Hawaii 

New  Jersey 

West  Virginia 

Idaho 

North  Dakota 

Wisconsin 

Iowa 

Ohio 

Senator  Hart.  I  know  I  am  delaying  this,  but  there  is  one  last 
thing  I  did  not  anticipate. 

A  Michigan  colleague  of  mine  in  the  House,  Mr.  O’Hara,  offered 
the  amendment  over  there,  which  I  take  it,  on  your  study,  you  now 
recommend  be,  in  effect,  eliminated;  and  in  its  stead,  provision  be 
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made  for  50  percent.  This  was  the  amendment  that  required  the 
need  of  students  in  such  places  for  the  reduced  lunch.  You  are  sug¬ 
gesting  that  that  be  stricken? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir;  but  only  on  the  basis  that  we  recognize  this 
as  an  extremely  important  factor.  We  feel  that  we  can  accomplish 
that  factor  much  better  with  this  provision  for  reserving  50  percent 
in  order  to  meet  the  need  which  we  are  not  able  to  calculate  ahead  of 
time. 

In  other  words,  if  we  were  to  use  it  as  the  element  of  need  for  free 
or  reduced-price  lunches,  as  contained  in  the  House  version,  we  would 
have  to  arrive  at  some  quantitative  measure  in  order  to  use  that 
apportionment  formula. 

Factors  1  and  3  are  both  specific  factors  that  we  can  get  figures  on 
and  measure  quantitatively.  Now,  we  cannot  measure,  we  do  not 
know  the  potential  need  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  until  we 
have  some  experience. 

It  is  entirely  possible  that  as  we  go  down  the  road  and  gain  experi¬ 
ence,  we  will  be  able  to  get  some  sort  of  quantitative  measure  for  this. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  the  program  goes  into  operation  in  these 
schools,  the  first  factor,  the  number  of  free  meals,  will  automatically 
reflect  this  need. 

But  until  we  have  some  experience,  we  have  at  this  moment  no 
way  of  calculating  that  potential,  and  we  fell  that  it  is  quite  important 
that  that  be  a  factor  in  the  use  of  these  funds.  We  can  do  it  much 
better  by  letting  the  states  go  ahead  and  find  the  need  and  determine 
the  need,  and  then,  as  they  report  that  to  us,  we  can  use  the  second  50 
percent  to  help  them  meet  that  need. 

Senator  Hart.  I  think  I  should  indicate  that  I  will  study  your 
answer,  your  memorandum,  and  consult  with  Mr.  O’Hara  and  see 
what  his  reaction  is. 

Mr.  Davis.  We  are  entirely  in  agreement  with  his  aim. 

Senator  Hart.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you,  Senator  Hart. 

Senator  Young?  ✓ 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  I  am  a  supporter  of  this  program,  but  I 
want  to  ask  about  this  proposed  extension  to  American  Samoa.  I 
fail  to  find  any  justification  for  that.  You  say  it  was  recommended 
by  a  study  mission  to  eastern  Samoa.  Now,  was  this  extension, 
which  will  cost  a  proposed  $125,000  of  taxpayers’  money,  recom¬ 
mended  by  some  bright  boy  in  the  Department  who  just  came  across 
the  idea  that  American  Samoa  was  omitted  and  it  would  be  a  good 
idea  for  someone  feeding  at  the  public  trough  here  in  the  United 
States  to  go  far  away  to  a  lush  country  like  Samoa  and  supervise 
spending  $125,000  over  a  period  of  5  years  to  provide  a  lunch  program 
for  7,000  children  there? 

I  feel  that  you  should  furnish  this  subcommittee  with  some  evidence 
that  there  is  need  for  this.  I  have  not  been  to  Samoa,  but  I  have 
been  in  the  Virgin  Islands.  I  have  been  there  a  good  many  times. 
It  does  not  seem  to  me  there  is  destitution  prevalent  down  there  that 
I  could  observe.  From  all  I  have  read  and  heard  about  American 
Samoa,  I  am  very  doubtful  if  any  children  there  are  suffering  from 
malnutrition. 

I  think  that  the  subcommittee  is  entitled  to  some  evidence  on  that 
subject. 
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Mr.  Davis.  I  believe,  sir,  that  there  were  extensive  hearings  on  the 
proposed  new  status  for  American  Samoa,  that  has  been  put  into 
legislation  as  a  result  of  this  study  committee  that  was  authorized 
by  the  Senate. 

Now,  it  is  my  understanding  that  our  only  aim  here  was  to  bring 
this  particular  piece  of  legislation,  since  it  was  coming  in  at  this  time, 
into  harmony  with  the  legislation  that  was  passed  that  included  the 
total  status  and  Federal  benefits  that  were  being  extended  to  American 
Samoa  in  similar  manner  to  the  other  territories. 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  Perhaps  it  was  a  mistake  to  include 
Guam  in  this.  Perhaps  there  is  not  any  destitution  or  malnutrition 
there.  If  that  is  so,  I  suppose  it  occurred  to  someone  that  American 
Samoa  was  the  only  little  territory  left  out,  so  now,  let’s  fill  that  in 
and  spend  $125,000.  I  think  we  are  entitled  to  some  evidence  on 
the  need  for  it. 

Mr.  Davis.  I  wonder  if  we  might,  Senator  Young,  insert  or  present 
for  the  committee  the  pertinent  portions  of  that  report  which  apply 
to  the  school  lunch  program? 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  I  think  this  subcommittee  should  have 
some  evidence,  because  I  personally  would  not  feel  justified  in  sup¬ 
porting  this  expansion  without  seeing  some  evidence,  and  I  would 
feel  justified  in  offering  an  amendment  to  strike  it  out.  I  would  like 
to  know  why  it  is  necessary  for  Guam  and  American  Samoa.  What 
suffering  and  malnutrition  exist  there?  You  do  not  have  to  convince 
me  about  parts  of  West  Virginia  and  certain  other  sections  of  our 
country.  I  am  glad  to  say  there  are  few  in  Ohio.  But  I  am  going 
to  clamp  down  on  this  if  the  idea  is  to  just  give  someone  a  chance  to 
supervise  over  and  enjoy  himself  in  a  so-called  hardship  post,  which 
is  not  a  hardship  post  at  all. 

I  think  all  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  are  entitled  to  have 
some  information  on  that. 

I  do  not  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  anything  else. 

Senator  Hart.  I  would  be  interested  to  see  the  information.  But 
it  is  not  my  notion  that  this  is  aimed  at  those  who  are  suffering  from 
malnutrition. 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  I  understand  the  purpose  of  this.  But 
regarding  American  Samoa,  is  there  a  necessity  for  extending  the 
program  to  that  far-off  place?  If  none  whatever,  I  think  we  would 
be  justified  in  striking  it  out.  On  the  other  hand,  there  may  be  a 
justification  for  it.  I  would  like  to  know,  that  is  all. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 

Information  as  to  the  Need  To  Extend  the  National  School  Lunch 

Program  to  American  Samoa 

(Following  excerpt  is  from  page  104  of  the  report  of  the  study  mission  to  Eastern 

(American)  Samoa,  by  Senators  Oren  Long  of  Hawaii  and  Ernest  Gruening  of 

Alaska  (sec.  VII,  Federal  Supplements  to  Education)) 

“In  the  field  of  nutrition,  it  is  essential  for  an  organized  school  lunch  program 
to  be  in  effect  in  the  entire  public  school  system.  Many  children  come  to  school 
with  little  or  nothing  to  eat.  The  subsistence  economy  under  which  most  of  the 
children  live  will  not  permit  them  to  get  the  proper  nourishment  during  the  school 
day. 

“American  Samoa  has  recently  been  receiving  available  surplus  foods  from  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  some  efforts  have  been  made  to  use  these  in 
school  lunches.  The  surplus  foods  supplied,  however,  have  had  to  be  limited 
to  nonperishable  items  because  of  the  lack  of  refrigerated  shipping  space  from 
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the  mainland  to  American  Samoa.  These  foods  although  welcome,  have  added 
to  a  diet  that  is  already  heavy  in  starches.  The  mere  supplying  of  surplus  foods 
does  not  permit  the  operation  of  a  needed  systematized  school  lunch  program  such 
as  is  provided  for  by  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  American  Samoa  is  not 
now  eligible  for  participation  under  this  act  since  the  act  does  not  apply  to  the 
territory.  Legislation  should  be  enacted  to  extend  it  to  American  Samoa  in 
order  that  the  nutritional  and  educational  benefits  of  this  law  may  become  avail¬ 
able  to  the  children  of  this  territory.” 

Note. — Legislation  to  extend  the  application  of  certain  laws  has  been  passed 
by  the  House  (H.R.  10062)  and  the  Senate  (S.  2440).  Both  bills  provide  for  in¬ 
clusion  of  American  Samoa  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Davis,  at  that  point,  do  you  know  whether 
Samoa  has  public  schools  or  are  they  all  private  schools? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir;  they  have  both. 

Senator  Jordan.  They  have  both? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Jordan.  You  do  not  know  what  percentage? 

Mr.  Davis.  No,  I  do  not. 

Senator  Jordan.  Along  with  the  information  Senator  Young  asked 
for,  could  you  give  us  some  estimate  of  that,  and  also  in  the  Virgin 
Islands  and  these  other  territories  that  are  being  brought  in  under 
this  program  or  are  now  participating  in  this  program? 

Mr.  Davis.  You  would  like  the  participation  figures  for  the  terri¬ 
tories,  the  potential  and  public  and  private  schools  in  Samoa? 

Senator  Jordan.  Yes;  and  these  other  territories  that  are  now 
receiving  assistance  or  coming  in  under  this  act. 

Mr.  Davis.  Private  and  public,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Young,  I  just  asked  for  the  number,  if 
possible,  to  get  the  information  on  how  many — for  instance,  in 
American  Samoa,  how  many  public  schools  are  there  and  how  many 
private  schools.  Some  of  these  territories  have  practically  no  public 
schools  at  all. 

Senator  Young.  That  is  right.  I  wondered  about  that. 

Senator  Hart.  I  have  heard  it  suggested  that  American  Samoa  is 
one  of  our  poorest  advertisements;  while  we  lash  other  world  powers 
about  their  obligations,  we  have  done  a  wretched  job  with  Samoa. 

I  would  like  to  see  something  to  evaluate  this  problem. 

(The  information  is  as  follows:) 


Number  of  children  enrolled  in  public  and  nonprofit  private  schools  ( elementary  and 

secondary )  in  the  territories 


Public 

Private 

Total 

Puerto  Rico_.  _ 

581, 204 
14, 148 
7,349 
5,303 

48, 310 
2,230 
2, 320 
1,460 

629, 514 
16, 378 
9,669 
6,763 

Guam  . . . . . 

Virgin  Islands  _  . . . . .  _ 

American  Samoa _  _ 

Senator  Jordan.  There  is  something  else.  Turn  to  page  14  on  your 
remarks  there.  Next  to  the  last  paragraph, 

*  *  *  the  keeping  of  necessary  records  and  their  availability  for  audit;  and  the 
prohibition  against  imposing  any  requirements  with  respect  to  the  curriculum  of, 
or  the  methods  of  instruction  used  by  participating  schools. 

Is  there  anything  in  this  bill  that  gives  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
any  right  to  say  what  they  teach  and  what  they  do  not  teach? 
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Mr.  Davis.  No,  sir;  in  the  original  act  and  by  amending  section  11 
to  insure  that  that  provision  applies  here  also,  the  Secretary  and  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  were  specifically  prohibited  from  any 
regulation  or  any  attempted  direction,  any  interference  of  any  sort 
with  curriculum,  what  was  to  be  taught,  how,  or  anything  in  regard 
to  the  educational  phase  of  the  school. 

Senator  Jordan.  That  is  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir.  It  was  not — there  is  some  question  in  the 
House  version  of  this  section  11  as  to  whether  these  other  provisions 
of  the  act  would  apply  to  section  11.  That  is  one  reason  why  we  felt 
that  it  was  important  to  expressly  say  in  this  section  11  that  all  the 
other  provisions  of  the  act,  as  far  as  they  were  applicable,  would  also 
apply  to  this  section  11.  This  is  one  of  them. 

Senator  Jordan.  Now,  a  little  bit  further  down,  right  at  the  bottom, 

*  *  *  the  determination  by  local  school  authorities  of  those  children  unable  to 
pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch,  and  the  prohibition  against  the  physical  segrega¬ 
tion  or  other  discrimination  against  children  receiving  a  free  or  reduced-price 
lunch. 

Just  what  does  that  mean  right  there? 

Mr.  D  avis.  Well,  sir,  examples  of  what  might  be  considered  such 
discrimination  would  be  having  these  children  eat  in  a  separate 
portion  of  the  lunchroom,  or  perhaps  giving  them  a  different  menu,  a 
lower-cost  menu,  or  giving  them  a  different  colored  ticket  whenever 
one — in  many  schools,  they  buy  their  lunch  tickets  for  a  whole  week 
at  one  time  to  reduce  the  money-handling  problem.  They  could  not 
give  the  children  receiving  free  lunches  a  red  ticket  while  the  rest  of 
the  tickets  were  blue — anything  that  would  distinguish  that  child 
as  being  a  recipient  of  a  free  or  a  reduced  price  lunch  is  expressly 
prohibited.  We  would  want  this  to  apply  here  also.  Even  though 
half  of  the  children  might  pay  10  cents  for  the  lunch  and  the  rest  free, 
and  that  10  cents,  a  very  nominal  charge,  we  would  still  not  want 
them  to  discriminate  between  the  two  groups. 

Senator  Jordan.  That  is  solely  for  the  purpose  of  not  discriminating 
between  those  who  get  free  lunches  and  those  who  pay  for  their 
lunches. 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Jordan.  It  is  not  for  segregation  as  to  race  or  color  and 
so  forth? 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Jordan.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  Another  question  has  occurred  to  me. 
Okinawa  is  governed  entirely  by  our  country.  They  have  far  more 
children  there  in  their  public  and  private  schools.  How  does  it  come 
that  that  has  been  overlooked? 

Mr.  Davis.  It  has  not  been  overlooked,  sir.  Under  section  416  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  which  provides  for  donating  foods  to 
schools  in  this  country  and  to  needy  persons  in  this  country,  also 
applies  to  those  nations  outside  the  territories,  so  that  Okinawa  is 
receiving  surplus  foods  under  section  416  for  help  with  their  schools. 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  I  am  not  referring  to  that.  This  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program  is  in  effect  in  various  of  the  States,  Puerto 
Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam,  and  now  American  Samoa  is  added. 
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I  do  not  see  Okinawa  anywhere.  What  explanation  is  there  for  that, 
or  is  that  next  on  the  agenda  to  be  added? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  believe,  Senator,  that  Okinawa  doesn’t  enjoy  the 
same  legal  status  as  the  other  territories  in  relation  to  Federal  benefits. 
Frankly,  I  am  not  well  informed  on  this  but  that  is  my  understanding. 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  It  is  the  most  expensive  real  estate  in 
the  entire  world  from  the  standpoint  of  fortifications  and  it  is  entirely 
run  by  the  U.S.  Government.  It  is  a  very  important  outpost  of  our 
country.  That  cannot  be  said  about  American  Samoa.  I  am  not 
looking  for  places  to  spend  more  taxpayers’  money,  but  someone  is 
evidently  worrying  about  American  Samoa,  and  I  just  wondered 
about  Okinawa.  I  am  not  asking  for  a  report  on  that,  but  I  feel  this 
subcommittee  should  have  information  on  American  Samoa,  on  the 
public  and  private  schools  and  their  situation  there. 

Senator  Jordan.  There  is  one  other  question  I  would  like  to  ask, 
Senator  Young  and  Senator  Hart.  I  understand — I  am  not  positive 
about  this,  but  from  information  that  I  got  when  I  was  in  Puerto 
Rico,  the  public  schools  in  Puerto  Rico  do  not  teach  English  in  their 
schools,  which  I  think  is  a  shame,  because  an  American  possession, 
one  of  our  territories,  they  do  not  even  consider  themselves  Ameri¬ 
cans,  they  say  they  are  Puerto  Ricans,  they  cannot  even  speak  Eng¬ 
lish,  many  of  them.  I  am  opposed  to  putting  school  aid  of  any 
description  into  a  school  that  belongs  to  the  United  States  and  will 
not  teach  English,  'iou  know  they  have  the  problem  of  voting  in 
New  York  right  now  with  the  Puerto  Ricans. 

I  would  like  to  have  a  little  information  on  that,  and  you  can  get 
that,  I  am  certain.  I  think  if  they  are  going  to  receive  aid  from  the 
United  States,  they  ought  to  be  able  to  speak  English  and  say  “I 
would  like  to  have  a  little  bread”  instead  of  calling  it  something  other 
than  bread. 

Senator  Hart.  We  have  to  watch  that  Federal  control  of  the  cur¬ 
riculum,  now. 

Senator  Jordan.  We  can  get  them  to  start  teaching  English  in 
the  schools. 

(The  information  is  as  follows :) 

Most  schools  begin  teaching  English  in  the  first  grade,  when  the  study  of  it  is 
optional. 

Starting  in  the  middle  grades  (about  the  seventh),  the  study  of  English  is  com¬ 
pulsory  for  a  minimum  of  5  years. 

(Source:  Office  of  Education,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.) 

Senator  Jordan.  Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Senator  Hart.  No. 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  No. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Davis.  If  you  will 
supply  this  information  for  the  record,  we  will  appreciate  it  very  much. 
We  thank  you  very  much  for  your  fine  testimony. 

Mr.  Richard  C.  Shipman,  assistant  director,  Legislative  Services, 
National  Farmers  Union. 

Mr.  Shipman,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  with  us  and  we  will  be  glad 
to  hear  from  you. 
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STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  C.  SHIPMAN,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR, 
LEGISLATIVE  SERVICES,  NATIONAL  FARMERS  UNION 

Mr.  Shipman.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Jordan.  Do  you  have  a  copy  of  your  prepared  statement? 

Mr.  Shipman.  Yes. 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  I  have  read  it;  it  is  a  good  statement,  and 
I  am  happy  to  say  it  is  very  brief. 

Mr.  Shipman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Richard 
Shipman.  I  am  assistant  director  of  Legislative  Services  of  National 
Farmers  Union.  I  appear  here  this  morning  as  a  representative  of 
James  G.  Patton,  president  of  National  Farmers  Union,  and  speak  in 
behalf  of  250,000  farm  families  who  are  members  of  our  organization. 

National  Farmers  Union  wishes  to  express  strong  support  for  the 
new  methods  of  apportioning  money  to  the  States  and  the  provisions 
for  special  assistance  to  needy  schools  as  contained  in  H.R.  11665 
and  S.  2442,  amending  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

We  also  wish  at  this  time  to  express  our  appreciation  for  the  work 
and  wisdom  of  this  committee  in  caring  for  the  nutritional  needs  of 
the  Nation’s  children  as  evidenced  by  the  success  and  growth  of  the 
school  lunch  program.  We  in  Farmers  Union  share  this  concern  for 
the  future  citizens  of  our  country  and  have  supported  Federal  policies 
and  programs  designed  to  provide  opportunity  for  the  fullest  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  aspirations  and  needs  of  all. 

Consistent  with  this  principle,  we  believe  the  school  lunch  program 
should,  as  rapidly  as  possible,  be  expanded  and  offered  to  every  school 
in  the  country  and  administered  with  equity  to  all  areas  with  special 
emphasis  on  need.  We  believe  S.  2442  and  H.R.  11665  are  the  first 
step  in  that  direction. 

We  believe  the  new  formula  will  tend  to  encourage  wider  and  more 
equitable  participation  whereas  the  old  formula  tended  to  discourage 
States  from  adding  new  schools  to  the  programs. 

The  many  depressed  economic  areas  throughout  the  Nation  have 
been  the  subject  of  much  congressional  study  and  many  efforts  are 
being  made  to  alleviate  the  situation  and  eliminate  the  causes  of  the 
poverty  which  exists  there. 

We  favor  the  widest  possible  use  of  the  school  lunch  program  to  see 
that  the  diet  of  the  children  in  all  economically  poor  areas  are  kept  at 
a  high  level. 

We  believe  it  is  necessary  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
States  administer  this  new  special-assistance  feature  of  the  school 
lunch  program  in  the  same  manner  that  has  proved  so  successful 
during  the  past  15  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  closing,  may  we  say  we  feel  a  real  urgency  in 
seeing  to  it  that  in  this  land  of  plenty,  every  schoolchild  should  have 
a  good  lunch  and  we  believe  that  S.  2442  and  H.R.  11665  will  provide 
the  means  for  a  more  adequate  program. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much.  That  is  a  fine  statement, 
and  as  Senator  Young  indicated,  it  is  brief. 

Senator  Young,  do  you  have  a  comment,  sir? 

Senator  Young  of  Ohio.  I  have  no  questions  at  all.  I  wish  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  witness  on  the  fine  statement  he  has  made  to  our  sub¬ 
committee.  A  statement  like  that  really  helps  us. 
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Senator  Jordan.  Senator  Hart? 

Senator  Hart.  Senator  Young  has  put  it  very  well. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Jordan.  Thank  you  very  much,  sir.  We  appreciate  very 
muchjyour  appearing  with  that  fine  statement. 

Senator  Morse  had  intended  to  be  here  and  file  a  statement,  but 
he  could  not  be  here.  He  is  going  to  submit  one  and  it  will  be  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  record. 

I  would  like  to  announce  at  the  time  that  the  record  will  be  left 
open  for  other  statements  to  be  filed  at  a  later  date. 

Dr.  Edgar  Fuller,  executive  secretary  of  the  Council  of  Chief  State 
School  Officers  could  not  be  here  to  testify  this  morning  and  he  will 
file  a  statement. 

Is  there  any  other  person  to  testify  this  morning? 

(No  response.) 

Senator  Jordan.  Gentlemen,  I  believe  that  concludes  the  testimony 
this  morning.  I  appreciate  your  being  here  and  we  will  act  on  the 
bill  as  soon  as  we  can  arrange  it. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:25  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned,  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair.) 

(Statements  filed  for  the  record  are  as  follows:) 

Statement  Filed  by  Hon.  Wayne  Morse,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the 

State  of  Oregon 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  come  before  you  to  urge  that 
favorable  consideration  be  given  H.R.  11665  and  S.  2442.  I  have  received  word 
from  school  authorities  all  over  my  State,  including  the  Ashland  public  schools, 
the  Portland  public  schools,  the  Parkrose  public  schools,  the  Bandon  public 
schools,  my  own  home  town  of  Eugene,  Oreg.,  the  Milton-Freewater  public  school 
system,  the  Redmond,  Oreg.,  public  school  system,  and  the  Crook  County  School 
District,  all  of  which  supported  the  reallocation  provided  for  in  legislation. 

Nor  has  this  support  from  my  State  been  confined  to  public  school  officials. 
Many  citizens  from  all  parts  of  my  State,  as  individuals  and  as  members  of  farm 
organizations  have  likewise  strongly  urged  passage  of  this  legislation. 

Senator  Dwight  Hopkins  of  the  Oregon  State  Legislature  from  Imbler,  Oreg., 
for  example,  has  urged  that  favorable  consideration  be  given  to  this  important 
change  in  our  school  lunch  program. 

No  opposition  to  the  bills  has  been  received  by  my  office.  In  view  of  this  una¬ 
nimity  of  support,  it  is  my  hope  that  the  committee  will  report  a  measure  favorably. 


Washington,  D.C.,  June  IS,  1962. 

Hon.  Everett  B.  Jordan, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Agricultural  Research  and  General  Education, 

Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee:  It  is  a  great  pleasure  for 
me  to  support  H.R.  11665  on  behalf  of  the  Council  of  Chief  State  School  Officers. 
The  members  of  the  council  are  the  State  superintendents  and  State  commissioners 
of  education  of  the  50  States  and  the  chief  school  officers  of  Puerto  Rico,  Virgin 
Islands,  Canal  Zone,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  They  are  the  legal  officers 
of  the  States  and  territories  for  public  elementary  and  secondary  education  and 
will  be  responsible  for  State-level  administration  of  this  legislation. 

The  council  has  been  a  major  proponent  of  this  legislation  since  its  inception. 
Its  purposes  are  within  the  general  policies  of  the  council,  which  has  passed 
specific  resolutions  during  recent  years  in  favor  of  supporting  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  reforms  provided  in  the  House  approved  H.R.  11665.  In  this  activity, 
much  of  the  work  has  been  done  by  the  directors  of  the  State  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  respective  State  departments  of  education.  The  development  of 
the  legislation  has  also  been  in  close  cooperation  with  the  American  School  Food 
Service  Association,  the  National  Congress  of  Parents  and  Teachers,  the  American 
Parents  Committee  and  other  groups  interested  in  this  excellent  program. 
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It  is  our  understanding  that  this  legislation,  in  its  present  form,  is  as  nearly 
noncontroversial  as  legislation  is  likely  to  be.  We  have  no  doubt  of  its  necessity 
or  about  its  beneficial  operation  either  in  regard  to  the  school  children  who  will 
be  served  or  in  regard  to  agricultural  communities  that  will  supply  the  foods 
required.  There  is  an  especial  need  for  the  bill  at  the  present  time  in  those 
areas  of  the  country  where  technological  change  and  economic  difficulties  threaten 
to  deprive  many  children  of  the  nourishment  necessary  for  effective  study. 

We  therefore  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  support  this  legislation.  We  hope 
it  will  be  passed  promptly  by  the  Senate  without  complications  that  could  delay 
its  final  enactment  into  law,  and  that  the  new  provisions  will  be  implemented 
W'ith  the  additional  funds  required  effective  July  1,  1962.  I  am  attaching  for 
inclusion  in  the  record  a  copy  of  the  resolutions  paissed  without  dissenting  vote 
by  the  Council  of  Chief  State  School  Officers  at  its  annual  business  meetings  in 
recent  years. 

Sincerely, 

Edgar  Fuller, 

Executive  Secretary,  Council  of  Chief  Stale  School  Officers. 


Resolutions,  Council  of  Chief  State  School  Officers  Concerning  Devel¬ 
opment  of  the  School  Lunch  Legislation  as  Passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  June  6,  1962 


ADOPTED  AT  BOSTON,  MASS.,  NOVEMBER  13,  1959 

Improvement  of  school  lunch  finance  and  administration 

The  council  commends  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  for  its  arrangements 
with  representatives  of  the  States  for  discussions  of  the  Federal-State  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  national  school  lunch  program  and  possible  amendments  to  the 
laws  under  which  it  operates.  We  are  gratified  that  a  study  group  composed  of 
State  directors  of  school  lunch  programs  and  the  executive  secretary  of  the  council 
have  been  invited  to  cooperate  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  in  developing 
suggestions  for  legislative  and  administrative  improvements.  The  council  urges 
that  the  recommendations  of  the  study  group  be  presented  to  the  national  school 
lunch  advisers  group  for  discussion  as  soon  as  feasible,  and  that  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  administration  consider  a  program  of  statutory  revision 
to  be  presented  to  the  Congress  in  1960. 

Changes  in  Federal  reimbursements 

The  council  favors  revision  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  so  that  the 
Federal  cash  reimbursement  for  type  A  lunches  shall  hereafter  be  identical  for 
public  and  nonpublic  schools  in  each  State.  It  also  believes  that  Federal  funds 
should  be  distributed  on  a  revised  formula  that  takes  into  account  pupil  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  lunch  program  in  relation  to  total  enrollment  in  each  State. 

The  council  urges  that  cash  reimbursements  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  be  adjusted  to  provide  payments  of  not  less  than  5  cents  for  each  type  A 
meal,  graduated  upward  to  a  maximum  of  9  cents  for  each  type  A  meal  in  States 
with  low  per  capita  incomes.  These  reimbursements  are  necessary  to  maintain 
and  improve  the  national  school  lunch  program  under  modern  conditions,  and 
to  meet  Federal  nutritional  standards  and  free  meal  requirements  under  the  law. 

Federal  funds  for  State  administration 

The  council  requests  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  give  consideration  to 
the  possibility  of  providing  funds  to  State  departments  of  education  on  a  matching 
basis  for  school  lunch  administrative  purposes.  These  funds  would  enable  many 
States  to  assume  additional  responsibilities  in  the  field  of  auditing  and  the  making 
of  administrative  reviews  of  local  lunch  programs,  and  w-ould  thus  expedite 
further  implementation  of  the  council’s  agreement  of  1947  with  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  which  called  for  a  gradual  increase  in  State  responsibility  for 
effective  local  administration  of  the  national  school  lunch  program. 
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ADOPTED  IN  SANTA  FE,  N.  MEX.,  NOVEMBER  18,  1960 

Amendments  to  National  School  Lunch  Act 

The  council  commends  the  Subcommittee  on  General  Education  of  the  U.S* 
House  of  Representatives  for  the  introduction  of  legislation  to  improve  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  and  for  the  hearings  on  this  legislation  in  August, 
1960.  It  reaffirms  its  support  of  legislation  in  accord  with  the  principles  of  H.R. 
13016  of  1960  and  calls  for  enactment  of  similar  legislation  by  the  87th  Congress, 
together  with  authorization  of  appropriations  adequate  to  place  the  program  in 
full  effect  beginning  July  1,  1961. 

ADOPTED  IN  BALTIMORE,  MD.,  NOVEMBER  10,  1961 

Federal  financing  of  current  and  future  programs 

The  council  calls  on  Congress  and  the  administration  to  provide  adequate  funds 
to  the  States  for  current  programs  in  education  and  related  fields,  including 
transfer  funds  for  the  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  for  school  lunch 
programs,  school  milk  programs,  vocational  education,  vocational  rehabilitation 
and  assistance  for  construction,  maintenance  and  operation  of  the  public  schools 
in  federally  impacted  areas. 

The  council  favors  Federal  funds  for  State  administration  of  all  Federal  aid 
programs  for  education. 

Amendments  to  Nationl  School  Lunch  Act 

The  council  commends  its  executive  secretary  for  his  outstanding  contribution 
in  securing  consideration  of  certain  changes  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act* 
It  reaffirms  its  support  of  legislation  in  accord  with  the  principles  of  H.R.  13016 
of  1960  and  calls  for  enactment  of  similar  legislation  by  the  Congress,  together 
with  authorization  of  appropriations  adequate  to  place  the  program  in  full 
effect  beginning  July  1,  1962. 


Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  June  1,  1962. 

Hon.  Frank  E.  Moss, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Moss:  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  letter  of  May  25,  also 
the  report  and  copy  of  H.R.  11665. 

As  to  Utah,  this  is  very  significant  legislation.  As  you  know,  we  have  a  tend^ 
ency  to  do  things  in  a  big  way  in  Utah,  and  because  the  money  is  at  present 
allocated  on  the  basis  of  enrollment,  and  our  participation  is  very  high,  we  receive 
much  less  per  meal  than  a  good  many  States.  Depending  on  the  total  amount 
appropriated  this  will  be  a  great  help  to  us.  Some  States,  as  you  probably 
realize,  will  lose,  and  that  is  the  reason  for  the  proposed  transition  period  wherein 
the  Department  is  recommending  for  the  first  year,  one-half  of  the  appropriation 
be  apportioned  on  the  old  formula  and  the  other  half  on  the  new'  formula,  and  the 
second  year  the  total  appropriation  w  ill  be  apportioned  on  the  new'  formula  basis. 
This  will  give  the  States  which  now  receive  a  large  amount  per  meal  because  of 
few  meals  an  opportunity  to  adjust  to  the  new  formula.  I  understand  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  suggested  that  during  this  transition  period,  and  to  assist  the  States 
wdiich  w  ill  naturally  lose  some  money  per  meal,  that  $20  million  be  added  to  the 
present  appropriation.  Roughly  speaking,  under  the  present  program  we  receive 
approximately  $604,000,  or  3.8  cents  per  meal.  Under  the  proposal,  if  $128.6 
million  were  distributed  we  would  receive  $848,000  or  5.3  cents  per  meal. 

During  the  transition  period  at  $128.6  million  total  appropriation  we  w'ould 
receive  $818,000  or  5.1  cents  per  meal,  but  later  w'hen  the  transition  is  completed 
we  would  receive  $922,000  or  5.8  cents  per  meal. 

These  figures  are  tentative  but  in  general  describe  the  situation  and,  as  you  can 
see,  we  would  benefit  a  great  deal  from  this  change  in  the  law  which  we  believe 
is  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 

I  appreciate  greatly  your  inquiry,  and  if  at  any  time  I  can  furnish  information 
which  will  help  you  in  your  important  work  please  feel  free  to  call  upon  me. 

Again  may  I  say  I  have  always  appreciated  the  communications  from  your  office*. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Rodney  A.  Ashby, 

State  Director  School  Lunch  Program, 
Department  of  Public  Instruction,  State  of  Utah. 


o 


i  L_ 

’■If  I  ••  .  •  •'  1.  m  "Sm'  )  toil 

or  a  vi 


« 


** 

:•  •  ;  ..fcl 


<  .  '  . '  I 


87th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  18, 1961 

Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Burdick)  introduced  the  following- 
bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry 


To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa - 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  of  1946,  as  amended, 

4  is  amended  by  revising  section  3  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “  (a)  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 

6  be  appropriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 

7  wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable 

8  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  The 

9  Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other 
than  section  1 1 . 
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“  (b)  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  in  addition  to  the  sums  authorized  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  above,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  11  of  this 
Act.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  Act  is  revised  to  read  as  follows: 
“The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  3  (a)  of  this  Act,  exclud¬ 
ing  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States 
during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the 
funds  made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  section 
3  (a)  of  this  Act.  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall 
be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the 
State.  The  amount  <4  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  be 
determined  by  the  following  method:  First,  determine  an 
index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2)  ; 
second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indexes  for  all 
the  States;  and  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the 
total  funds  to  he  apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize 
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all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made 
available  under  section  3  (a)  for  apportionment  among  the 
States,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to 
the  remaining  States  in  tire  same  manner.  Notwithstanding 
the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1962,  one-half  of  the  funds  available  for 
apportionment  among  the  States  shall  Ire  apportioned  on  the 
basis  of  the  factors  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one- 
half  of  such  fluids,  and  any  funds  available  for  further  ap¬ 
portionments,  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the 
foregoing  provisions.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  5  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  last  sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen, 
inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the 
State  is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within 
the  State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “participation  rate  for  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  within  the  State  is  of  the  participation  rate  for  the 
State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  Act  is  redesignated  as  section 
12  and  subsection  (d)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
’’For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“  ( 1 )  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  Dis- 
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trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa. 

“  (2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State 
legislature  may  determine,  (a)  the  chief  State  school 
officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  in¬ 
struction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer) , 
or  (b)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State  de¬ 
partment  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  101  (6) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended. 

“  (4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used 
by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
schoolchildren. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  means  the  number  of 
lunches,  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  of  the  type 
of  lunch  for  which  the  maximum  rate  of  reimbursement 
is  authorized  by  the  Secretary,  served  by  participating 
schools  in  each  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  as  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  means  that  rate  de¬ 
termined  by  assigning  a  value  of  five  to  each  of  the 
States  and  bv  increasing  the  value  of  five  for  each  State 
having  an  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the  States  by  the  ratio 
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that  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the 
States  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of  said  State,  up 
to  a  maximum  value  of  nine.  The  per  capita  income 
figures  shall  be  the  average  of  those  certified  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  for  the  latest  three  years  for 
which  such  figures  are  available. 

“  (7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 
school  of  high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect 
to  Puerto  Ilico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care 
centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto 
Eico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  following  language  is  inserted  after  sec¬ 
tion  10  of  the  Act: 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  The  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  section 
3  (b)  of  this  Act  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the  public  interest, 
to  provide  special  assistance  to  needy  schools  for  the  purpose 
of  helping  them  to  meet  the  requirements  established  in  this 
Act  concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to 
pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.” 

Sec.  7.  These  amendments  shall  become  effective  July 


1,  1961. 
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awarding  defense  contracts,  and  urging 
local  industries  to  compete  for  such  con¬ 
tracts.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
re  resolution  be  printed  in  full  in  the 

{CORD. 

iere  being  no  objection,  the  resolu- 
tion'was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record  as  follows: 

Resolution  Requesting  Full  Consideration 
for  Milwaukee  Industries  in  the 
AwardincT'OF  National  Defense  Contracts 

AND  URGINGvLOCAL  INDUSTRIES  TO  COMPETE 

for  Such  Contracts 

Whereas  the\  Department  of  Defense 
spends  approximately  $14  billion  each 
year  for  the  procuKement  of  supplies  and 
equipment  from  private  corporations;  and 
Whereas  many  induWies  within  the  city 
of  Milwaukee  either  qo  produce  or  are 
capable  of  producing  the\types  of  supplies 
and  equipment  which  are 'purchased  regu¬ 
larly  by  the  Department  of  Defense;  and 
Whereas  these  same  Milwaukee  industries 
have,  however,  received  a  disproportionately 
small  share  of  the  contracts  awarded  by  the 
Department  of  Defense;  and 

Whereas  a  more  equitable  allotduBnt  of 
defense  contracts  to  industries  located  in 
Milwaukee  would  assure  the  Department  of 
Defense  of  receiving  top  quality  materialsyat 
fair  competitive  prices,  enhance  the  loci 
economy  by  stimulating  full  production  anc 
employment,  and  reimburse  said  local  in¬ 
dustries  to  some  extent  for  the  substantial 
tax  revenues  which  they  now  pay  to  the 
Federal  Government;  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Common  Council  of  the 
City  of  Milwaukee,  That  it  hereby  requests 
the  Department  of  Defense  to  give  greater 
consideration  to  industries  located  within 
Milwaukee  in  taking  competitive  bids  and 
in  negotiating  contracts  for  supplies  and 
equipment;  and  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  the  common  council  here¬ 
by  advises  and  urges  Milwaukee  industries 
to  participate  more  actively  in  the  procure¬ 
ment  programs  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
to  the  end  that  they  may  receive  a  greater 
proportion  of  the  contracts  awarded  by  that 
agency;  and  be  it  further 
Resolved,  That  a  certified'  copy  of  this  res¬ 
olution  be  forwarded  by  the  city  clerk  to 
Senators  Wiley  and  Proxmire  and  to  Con¬ 
gressmen  Reuss  and  Zablocki. 

Attest : 

Stanley  J.  Witkowski, 

City  Clerk. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  following  favorable  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted: 

By  Mr.  EASTLAND,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary; 

Arthur  M.  Davis,  of  Arizona,  to  be  U.S. 
district  judge  for  the  district  of  Arizona; 
and 

Rex  B.  Hawks,  of  Oklahoma,  to  be  U.S. 
marshal  for  the  western  district  of  Okla¬ 
homa. 

By  Mr.  KEFAUVER,  from  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary: 

Bailey  Brown,  of  Tennessee,  to  be  U.S. 
district  judge  for  the  western  district  of 
Tennessee. 

By  Mr.  ERVIN,  from  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary: 

John  D.  Larkins,  Jr.,  of  North  Carolina,  to 
be  U.S.  district  judge  for  the  eastern  district 
of  North  Carolina. 

By  Mr.  CARROLL,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary: 

William  H.  Terrill,  of  Colorado,  to  be  U.S. 
marshal  for  the  district  of  Colorado. 


LEASE  AND  TRANSFER  OF  TOBAC¬ 
CO  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS— IN¬ 
DIVIDUAL  VIEWS — REPORT'  OF  A 
COMMITTEE  (S.  REPT.  NO.  762) 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  I  report  favorably^  with  amend¬ 
ments,  the  bill  (H.R.  1022)  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  to 
provide  for  lease  any  transfer  of  tobacco 
acreage  allotments;  and  I  submit  a  re¬ 
port  thereon.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  report  Joe  printed,  together  with 
the  individual/views  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper], 

The  ACZtNG  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  TJrfe  report  will  be  received  and 
the  bill/will  be  placed  on  the  calendar; 
and,  ivithout  objection,  the  report  will 
be  printed,  as  requested  by  the  Senator 
from  Florida. 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  tl y/  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  fylows : 

By  Mr.  LAUSCHE: 

.2435.  A  bill  for  the  relief  >6f  Vittoria  C. 
Cenoerelli  (nee  Cesternino)/  to  the  Com- 
mitteespn  the  Judiciary. 

Mr.  MANSFIELDS 

S.  2436l\A  bill  to  transfer  certain  land  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  InterioiNfor  administration  as  a  part  of 
the  National  ^Capital  Parks  System,  and  for 
other  purposesivoythe  Committee  on  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  ColumbJ 

By  Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii  (for  himself, 
Mrs.  >NEUBEkGER,  and  Mr.  Keating)  : 

S.  2437.  iy'bill  to  amend  section  6  of  the 
act  entitled  ‘‘An  act  to\amend  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  and/Nationality  Aery  and  for  other  pur- 
poses,”ypproved  September  11,  1957  (71  Stat. 
640)  ;Ao  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii 
when  he  introduced  the  above  bill,  which 
ppear  under  a  separate  heading 
By  Mr.  BOGGS: 

S.  2438.  A  bill  to  amend  sections.  5899  of 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  'provide 
permanent  authority  under  which  Naval  Re¬ 
serve  officers  in  the  grade  of  captain  shall  be 
eligible  for  consideration  for  promotion 
when  their  running  mates  are  eligible 
consideration  for  promotion;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana  (for  him¬ 
self  and  Mr.  Ellender)  : 

S.  2439.  A  bill  authorizing  construction  of 
certain  flood  control  improvements  on  the 
Red  River  in  Natchitoches  and  Red  River 
Parishes,  La.;  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

By  Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Gruening)  : 

S.  2440.  A  bill  to  extend  the  application 
of  certain  laws  to  American  Samoa;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  MOSS: 

S.  2441.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Ginseppe 
Stracquadanio;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii  (for  himself 
and  Mr.  Burdick)  : 

S.  2442.  A  bill  to  revise  the  formula  for 
apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among 


the  States  under  the  National  School  Lirhch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the /Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry./ 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii 
when  he  introduced  the  above  hill,  which 
appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  CHURCH  (for  /himself ,  Mr. 

Carlson,  Mr.  KEF^yuvER,  and  Mr. 

Smathees)  : 

S.  2443.  A  bill  to  designate  the  stadium 
authorized  to  be  constructed  by  the  District 
of  Columbia  Stadium  Act  of  1957,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  as  “Walter  Johnson  Stadium”;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  .District  of  Columbia. 

(See  the  remarjfs  of  Mr.  Church  when  he 
introduced  the/ above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separate  heading.) 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 
EXPRESSION  OF  SENSE  OF  CON- 
3  AS  TO  CREATION  OF  A 
IOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  UNIT  AS  A  SPECIALIZED 
AGENCY  OF  THE  UNITED  NATIONS 

Mr.  SPARKMAN  submitted  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  38)  to  ex¬ 
press  the  sense  of  Congress  as  to  the 
creation  of  a  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment  Unit  as  a  specialized  agency  of 
the  United  Nations,  which  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

(See  the  above  concurrent  resolution 
printed  in  full  when  submitted  by  Mr. 
Sparkman,  which  appears  under  a  sep¬ 
arate  heading.) 


AMENDMENT  OF  SECTION  6  OF  THE 

IMMIGRATION  AND  NATIONALITY 

ACT 

Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  President, 
I  introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  which  would  simply  extend  until 
June  30,  1963,  the  provision  of  section 
6.  act  of  September  11,  1957,  as 

amended,  which  recently  expired  on 
June  30,  1961.  I  am  pleased  that  my 
distinguished  colleagues,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger],  and 
the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keat¬ 
ing],  both  of  whom  have  been  keenly 
alert  to  our  Nation’s  need  for  consistent, 
equitable,  and  humane  immigration 
laws,  have  joined  me  in  sponsoring  the 
proposed  extension. 

This  bill  would  permit  for  another  2 
yhars  the  admission  of  tubercular  aliens, 
otherwise  qualified  for  admission,  who 
are  Nie  spouses,  children,  or  parents  of 
U.S.  citizens,  or  of  aliens  who  have  been 
lawfully.,  admitted  for  permanent  res¬ 
idence  off.  who  have  been  issued  im¬ 
migrant  visas.  All  of  the  safeguards 
that  the  Attorney  General  had  original¬ 
ly  been  authorized  to  prescribe  would 
be  retained. 

From  the  init&l  approval  of  the  tu¬ 
berculosis  waiver  oh,  September  11,  1957, 
until  May  31,  1961,  \  total  of  3,677  per¬ 
sons  have  been  admitted,  each  of  whom 
would  otherwise  have  been  unable  to 
join  his  or  her  immediate,  family  in  the 
United  States.  N 
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fr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sents,  to  insert  in  the  Congressional 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks  a 
table  compiled  by  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  which  presents  a 
breakdowrh  of  these  3,677  immigrants 
according  tdsrelationship. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  toN^e  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Tubercular  aliens  Emitted  to  the  United 
States  as  immigrants  under  waiver  au¬ 
thorized  by  sec.  6,  adt  of  Sept.  11,  1957 — 
Sept.  11, 1957  to  May  3hj9Gl 

\  Number  of 

Type  of  relationship:  \  immigrants 

Spouse  of  U.S.  citizen - - 1,  713 

Child  of  U.S.  citizen - -V -  158 

Parent  of  U.S.  citizen - N- -  324 

Spouse  of  resident  alien - -V-- 

Child  of  resident  alien - 114 

Parent  of  resident  alien - 221 

Spouse  accompanying  immigrant  to\ 

United  States _  \484 

Child  accompanying  immigrant  to  'V 

United  States _  1 

Parent  accompanying  immigrant  to 

United  States -  58 

Total _  3,677 

Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  President, 
as  a  few  simple  calculations  will  show, 
2,686  of  the  3,677  total  are  spouses  who 
have  been  permitted  to  join  their  hus¬ 
bands  and  wives,  and  thereby  to  main¬ 
tain  a  normal  married  existence. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  S.  1809,  I  have  al¬ 
ready  expressed  my  support  for  the  per¬ 
manent  integration  of  the  tuberculosis 
waiver  provision  into  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  of  1952,  as  amended. 
Because  more  time  is  apparently  required 
before  a  thoroughly  deliberated  revision 
of  the  immigration  act  will  be  forth¬ 
coming,  I  believe  we  should  act  now  to 
insure  that  the  family  unity  preserved 
by  the  tuberculosis  waiver  provision 
should  not  end,  but  be  continued. 

Since  the  proposed  extension  would 
authorize  the  admission  of  immigrants 
who  are  limited  in  number,  but  who  are 
so  very  important  to  the  welfare  and 
happiness  of  their  immediate  relatives; 
and  since  adequate  safeguards  have  been 
prescribed  over  the  past  4  years  to  in¬ 
sure  that  they  will  be  properly  treated 
and  will  not  become  public  charges;  I 
respectfully  request  the  Senate’s  favor¬ 
able  consideration  of  this  bill. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  te: 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  received  and 
propriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  2437)  to  amend  section  6 
of  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to/amend 
the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  Sep¬ 
tember  11,  1957  (71  Stat.  k40),  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii  (for  him¬ 
self  and  other  Senators)/  was  received, 
read  twice  by  ^ts  title, /and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  th/ Judiciary. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  join  as/a  cosponsor  of  this 
legislation  to  expend  the  tuberculosis 
waiver  provision/ of  the  Immigration  and 
Nationality  Ac/ for  a  2-year  period. 

As  the  d/tinguished  Senator  from 
Hawaii  ha/  indicated,  adequate  safe¬ 
guards  halve  been  provided  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  law  to  insure  proper 
healtlystandards.  The  purpose  of  this 
legislation  is  to  aid  in  uniting  families 


who  would  otherwise  be  excluded  under 
the  provisions  of  the  present  law.  The 
number  of  parents,  spouses,  and  children 
eligible  for  admission  to  the  United 
States  under  this  program  is  not  large. 
However,  the  joy  that  will  be  brought  to 
the  hearts  of  separated  families  will  be 
immeasurable. 


REVISION  OF  FORMULA  FOR  APPOR¬ 
TIONING  CASH  ASSISTANCE  UN¬ 
DER  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH 
ACT 


Mr.  LONG  of  Hawaii.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  myself  and  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick], 
I  introduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  as  a  substitute  to  S.  347,  which  I 
introduced  January  11,  and  to  S.  1469, 
which  Senator  Burdick  introduced  on 
March  29.  At  that  time  I  pointed  out 
the  inequities  of  the  present  school  lunch 
aid  formula  caused  by  distribution  of 
Federal  funds  to  States  on  the  basis  of 
the  number  of  children  of  school  age. 
S.  347  would  change  the  formula  so  that 
actual,  rather  than  potential,  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  program  would  be  the  pri¬ 
mary  basis  for  distribution  of  funds,  and 
the  bill  we  introduce  today  would  also 
accomplish  this  desirable  end. 

The  principal  reason  for  introducing 
a  new  bill  is  that  the  administration,  in 
reviewing  S.  347,  suggested  some  changes 
that  would,  in  my  view,  strengthen  the 
measure.  In  addition,  the  Congress  has 
now  appropriated  additional  funds  for 
the  school  lunch  program  under  Public 
Law  87-112.  These  additional  moneys 
will  make  the  formula  of  this  bill  emi¬ 
nently  workable,  in  that  the  new,  more 
equitable  allocation  can  be  made  while 
at  the  same  time  insuring  that  Federal 
participation  will  be  in  significant 
amounts  in  all  States. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
drafted  this  new  bill,  with  which  I  fully 
concur,  and  which  reflects  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  recommendations  as  submitted 
by  President  Kennedy  in  his  agricultural 
message  to  the  Congress.  I  feel  its  en¬ 
actment  will  go  far  toward  full  achieve¬ 
ment  of  desirable  nutritional  goals  for 
our  children. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be  received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  2442)  to  revise  the  formula 
for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  introduced  by  Mr.  Long  of  Hawaii 
(for  himself  and  Mr.  Burdick)  ,  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  the  bill  which  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Long]  and  I  offer  is 
to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program  in  areas  in 
which  it  is  most  needed.  This  can  be 
accomplished  by  a  revision  of  the  form¬ 
ula  used  for  apportionment  of  funds, 
which  is  outlined  in  the  body  of  the  bill. 

The  formula  now  in  effect  has  led  to 
discrepancies  among  the  States  that  vio¬ 
late  the  intended  purposes  of  the  Na¬ 


tional  School  Lunch  Act.  Cash  assist¬ 
ance  ranges  all  the  way  from  a  mini¬ 
mum  of  less  than  2  cents  to  a  maximum 
of  9  cents  in  different  States.  This  is 
because  school-age  population  and  per 
capita  income  are  the  factors  in  the 
formula  now  used  with  a  total  disregard 
of  the  number  of  meals  served.  If  two 
States  have  equal  school-age  popula¬ 
tion  and  equal  per  capita  income,  they 
are  allocated  equal  amounts  of  money. 
If  one  State  serves  twice  as  many  meals 
as  the  other,  it  would  be  able  to  reim¬ 
burse  the  local  school  districts  only  half 
as  much  as  the  other  State.  A  State 
which  provides  school  lunch  services  for 
a  large  percentage  of  its  schoolchildren 
is  penalized  relatively  in  the  distribution 
of  funds. 


/ 


Our  proposed  bill  provides  that  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States 
on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  lunches 
served  in  each  State  in  the  preceding 
year.  The  lower  income  States  would 
receive  relatively  more  per  meal  than 
average  or  above-average  income  States 
through  applying  a  value  of  5  to  each 
lunch  served  in  average  or  above-aver¬ 
age  States  and  a  higher  value — up  to  9 — 
in  below-average  income  States.  A 
State’s  need  would  still  be  determined 
by  equating  its  per  capita  income  with 
that  of  the  per  capita  national  income. 
Also,  a  1-year  transition  period  is  pro¬ 
vided.  During  that  year,  one -half  of 
the  funds  made  available  for  apportion¬ 
ment  would  be  apportioned  under  the 
formula  now  in  effect  and  one-half  un¬ 
der  the  new  formula  proposed  in  this 
bill.  The  division  of  funds  between  pub¬ 
lic  and  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
a  State  would  be  based  upon  the  relative 
number  of  lunches  served  in  each  class 
of  school  in  the  preceding  year. 

A  new  section  would  be  added  to  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  which  would 
provide  for  an  additional  appropriation 
of  funds  to  provide  special  help  to  espe¬ 
cially  needy  schools.  Considerable  ad¬ 
ministrative  flexibility  is  provided  to  the 
Department  in  developing  the  new  pro¬ 
gram.  However,  the  percentage  of  free 
meals  served  to  needy  children  would  be 
one  of  the  principal  criteria  for  selecting 
the  schools  to  receive  such  assistance; 


I  do  not  feel  it  is  necessary  here  to 
argue  the  merits  of  the  school  lunch 
program,  for  the  program  has  already 
received  the  sanction  of  this  body.  Also, 
I  would  like  to  point  out  that  since  the 
appropriation  has  already  been  made 
for  the  program,  no  increase  in  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government  is  involved.  Our 
bill  is  designed  simply  to  see  that  fair 
and  equitable  use  of  available  funds  is 
made — that  those  States  which  have  the 
greatest  need  will  receive  a  portion  of 
the  funds  responsive  to  their  needs. 

I  earnestly  commend  your  favorable 
consideration  of  this  legislation. 


DESIGNATION  OF  DISTRIClNOF  CO¬ 
LUMBIA  STADIUM  AS  THE\W AL¬ 
TER  JOHNSON  STADIUM” 


Mr.  CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  on 
half  of  myself,  the  junior  Senator  froL, 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  ,  and 
the  junior  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  29, 1961 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor 


A  BILL 

To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning1  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa - 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  of  1946,  as  amended, 

4  is  amended  by  revising  section  3  to  read  as  follows : 

5  “  (a)  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 

6  be  appropriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 

7  wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 

8  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘the 

9  Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act  other 
10  than  section  11. 
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trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Pico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

“  (2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State 
legislature  may  determine,  (a)  the  chief  State  school 
officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public 
instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  offi¬ 
cer) ,  or  (b)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State 
department  of  education. 

“  (3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  101  (6) 
of  the  Internal  lie  venue  Code,  as  amended. 

“  (4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used 
by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
school  children. 

“  (5)  ‘Participation  rate’  means  the  number  of 
lunches,  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  of  the  type 
of  lunch  for  which  the  maximum  rate  of  reimbursement 
is  authorized  by  the  Secretary,  served  by  participating 
schools  in  each  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  means  that  rate  deter¬ 
mined  by  assigning  a  value  of  five  to  each  of  the  States 
and  by  increasing  the  value  of  five  for  each  State  hav¬ 
ing  an  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the  States  by  the  ratio 
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that  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the 
States  bears  to  the  per  capita  income  of  said  State,  up  to 
a  maximum  value  of  nine.  The  per  capita  income  fig¬ 
ures  shall  be  the  average  of  those  certified  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  for  the  latest  three  years  for 
which  such  figures  are  available. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  pri¬ 
vate  school  of  high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Puerto  Pico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child¬ 
care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto 
Pico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  following  language  is  inserted  after  section 
10  of  the  Act: 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  The  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  section 
3  (b)  of  this  Act  shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the  public  interest, 
to  provide  special  assistance  to  needy  schools  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  helping  them  to  meet  the  requirements  established 
in  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  un¬ 
able  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.” 

Sec.  7.  These  amendments  shall  become  effective 


July  1,  1961. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  subcommittee  C/oted  to  report  ''bill  to  revise  school  lunch  fund 
apportionment  formula.  Both  Refuses  received  the  president 1  s  education  message. 
Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  criticised  loans  to  poultry  producers. 


SENATE 

1.  EDUCATION.  Both /Houses  received  the  President's  messageNon  education  (H.  Doc. 
330).  The  President  recommended  authorization  of  a  5-year  Federal-State  pro¬ 
gram  to  aid  States  and  school  districts  in  improving  the  educational  opportuni¬ 
ties  of  migrant  workers  and  their  children,  authorization  of\a  5-year  program 
of  grants/o  institutions  of  higher  learning  and  to  the  Statessto  combat  adult 
illiteracy,  and  additional  graduate  fellowships  in  science,  mathematics  and 
engineering,  pp.  1543-6,  1604-7 

By/a  vote  of  68  to  17,  passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  8900,  to  authorize  Feder¬ 
al  />sistance  to  institutions  of  higher  education  in  financing  the  construction 
arva  improvement  of  educational  facilities.  A  similar  bill,  S.  1241,  \as  indefi- 
tely  postponed.  Conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  1607-8,  1615-26,  1632v57, 
'1658-61 

POULTRY  LOANS.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  criticized  Federal  loans  "to  finance  the  cpn- 
struction  of  new  poultry  houses  and  to  finance  the  production  of  broilers,  lay¬ 
ers,  and  turkeys,  especially  at  a  time  when  those  agriculture  products  were  in 
oversupply,"  stated  that  loans  were  made  by  six  different  Federal  agencies  and 


-  2  - 


the  rate  of  loans  had  more  than  doubled  in  the  past  12  months,  and  inserted 
several  tables  on  the  amount  of  loans  made.  pp.  1626-32 


3.  MILK.  Sen.  Wiley  urged  the  increased  consumption  of  milk  and  the  establishment 
•  of  a  laboratory  to  conduct  research  on  utilization  of  constituent  parts  of 
milk  for  the  manufacture  of  industrial  products  as  a  means  of  reducing  the 
surplus,  p.  1599 


4.  WOOL.  Sen.  McGee  commended  the  establishment  of  a  wool  processing  plant  in 
Laramie,  Wyo. ,  to  process  and  clean  wool  before  it  is  shipped  to/eastern 
markets  and  inserted  an  article  discussing  operations  of  the  p^ant.  pp. 
1584-5 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  ''Sen.  Bush  expressed  concern  over  the  possible  effects  of  the 
ntw  foreign  trade  proposal  on  trade  with  Japan  and  urged /that  any  foreign 
trade  agreement  with  the  European  Common  Market  "take  ijnto  account  the  economic 
needs  of  Japan."  pV«  1585-6 


6.  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Curtis  inserted  an  article  from  theX^il  Daily  critical  of  the 
proposal  to  "stimulate  legislation"  for  research  jon  utilization  of  farm  . 

products  to  make  alcohol  which  could  be  blended /into  gasoline  as  a  motor  fuel.  \ 

pp.  1  7 


1590-1 


7.  FISH  FLOUR.  Sen.  Douglas  criticized  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  for  dis¬ 
approving  the  sale  of  fish  flour  in  the  continental  United  States,  pp.  1664-5 


8.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  the  calendar  will  be  called 


Wed.,  Feb.  7,  and  that  debate  will  begin  Mon.,  Feb.  19,  on  the  President's  re¬ 


organization  plan  to  establish  a  Department  of  Urban  Affairs  and  Housing, 
p.  1580 


HOUSE 


9.  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  The  General  Subcommittee  on  Education  of  the  Education 
and  Labor  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments  H.  R. 
8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  D69  I 


10.  EDUCATION.  Received  /from  HEW  a  proposed  bill  "To  assi\t  in  providing  necessary 
instruction  for  adults  unable  to  read  and  write  English/ or  with  less  than  a 
sixth-grade  level  of  education,  through  grants  to  institutions  of  higher 
learning  for  development  of  materials  and  methods  of  instruction  and  for  train¬ 
ing  of  teaching  and  supervisory  personnel  and  through  grants  to  States  for 
pilot  projects,  improvement  of  State  services,  and  programs  o'f  instruction"; 
to  Education  and  Labor  Committee,  p.  1577 

Received  from  HEW  a  proposed  bill  "To  improve  the  quality  of \lementary  and 
secondary  education";  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee,  p.  1578 


11.  ASSISTANT  SECRETARIES.  Passed  without  amendment  S,  1456,  to  authoriz^\an 

additional  Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce.  This  bill  will  now  be  senk  to  the 
President  (p.  1556).  Earlier,  by  a  vote  of  231  to  169,  passed  a  similar\bill, 
R.  6360,  which  was  laid  on  the  table  (pp.  1547-56). 


12, 


HOUSING.  Rep.  Vanik  spoke  in  favor  of  the  proposed  Department  of  Urban  Affaii, 

and  Housing  saying,  "there  should  be  no  fear  that  the  new  Department  of  Urban 

Affairs  and  Housing  will  be  attempting  to  usurp  the  functions  of  our  local 
governments."  pp.  1573-4 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — DAILY  DIGEST 


D69 


President’s  Message — Education:  Received  and  read 
a,  message  from  the  President  requesting  enactment  of 
legislation  to  provide  and  coordinate  Federal  aid  to 
education  programs.  The  message  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  and  ordered 
printed  as  a  House  document  (H.  Doc.  330). 

Pages  1543-1546 

Private  Calendar:  Passed  the  following  bills  on  the 
call  of  the  Private  Calendar: 

Cleared  for  the'Ihesident :  S.  631  and  651. 

Sent  to  the  Senatfe,  amended :  H.R. 8780  and  8781. 
Sent  to  the  Senate  without  amendment:  H.R.  8947. 
Passed  over  without  prejudice:  S.  316, 1934,  H.R.  1288, 

1352,  7431,  and  9059.  Pages  1  546-1  547 

Commerce  Department:  By  a  record  vote  of  231  yeas 
to  169  nays  the  House  passea\H.R.  6360,  to  authorize 
an  additional  Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce.  This 
passage  was  subsequently  vacated  dnd  S.  1456,  a  similar 
bill,  was  passed  in  lieu  after  being  amended  to  contain 
the  House-passed  language.  \ 

H.  Res.  425,  the  rule  under  which  the  legislation  was 
considered,  had  been  adopted  earlier  by  a  vpice  vote. 

Pages.!  547—1  556 

Committee  Elections:  Adopted  H.  Res.  539,  electing 
Representatives  Purcell  and  Roberts  of  Texas  to  fnem- 
bership  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  andxhe 
Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs,  respectively.  \ 

Page  1556 

Commission  Appointments:  The  Speaker  announced 
the  appointment  of  Representatives  Gallagher  and 
Wallhauser  to  membership  on  the  Woodrow  Wilson 
Memorial  Commission.  pqge  1 556 

Welfare  and  Pension  Plans  Disclosure:  Tfie  House, 
by  a  voice  vote,  adopted  H.  Res.  538,  the  open  rule  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  consideration  of  and  2  hours  of  debate 
on  H.R.  8723,  to  amend  the  Welfare  and/Pension  Plans 
Disclosure  Act  with  respect  to  the  method  of  enforce¬ 
ment  and  to  provide  certain  adyutional  sanctions. 
After  consuming  all  time  allotted/for  debate  and  read¬ 
ing  the  first  section  of  the  bill  fondmendment  the  House 
deferred  further  action  on  the  legislation  to  Wednesday. 

/  Pages  1556-1572 

Washington’s  Farewell/Address:  The  Speaker  today 
designated  Representative  Roush  to  read  George  Wash¬ 
ington’s  Farewell  Address  to  the  House  on  February  22. 

/  Page  1572 

Record  Vote:  J3uring  the  proceedings  of  the  House 
today  one  record  vote  developed  and  it  appears  on  pages 
1555-1556.  / 

Program^  for  Wednesday:  Adjourned  at  4:36  p.m. 
until  Wednesday,  February  7,  at  12  o’clock  noon  when 
the  House  will  further  consider  H.R.  8723,  to  amend 
the/ Welfare  and  Pension  Plans  Disclosure  Act  with 
respect  to  the  method  of  enforcement  and  to  provide 


additional  sanctions.  H.R.  8617,  to  authorize  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  balance  of  awards  for  war  damage  compen¬ 
sation  made  by  the  Philippine  War  Damage  Commis¬ 
sion  under  the  terms  of  the  Philippine  Rehabilitation 
Act  of  1946  and  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $73 
million  for  that  purpose  (1  hour  of  debate). 

Committee  Meetings 

SUPPORT  PRICES  FOR  MILK— BUTTERFAT 

Committee  on  Agriculture :  Held  a/hearing  on  H.J.  Res. 
613  and  614,  to  continue  for  an  aylclitional  9  months  the 
current  support  prices  for  milk7  and  butterfat.  Heard 
testimony  from  Senator  Prqxmire;  National  Farmers 
Union;  Pure  Milk  Products  Cooperative;  Farm  Bureau; 
and  Department  of  Agriculture  officials. 

MILITARY  POSTURE— PROCUREMENT 

/ 

Committee  on  Arrffed  Services:  Continued  briefings  on 
military  posture  of  the  United  States  and  H.R.  9751,  to 
authorize  procurement  of  aircraft,  missiles,  and  naval 
vessels.  Testimony  was  given  by  Lt.  Gen.  Arthur  G. 
Trudeau,  Chief  of  Research  and  Development,  U.S. 
Army;  atld  W.  S.  Hinmin,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Arpiy  for  Research  and  Development.  Adjourned 
briefings  until  Thursday,  February  8. 

ECONOMIC  PROBLEMS— PERFORMING  ARTISTS 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor :  Select  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Education  heard  testimony  from  various  pub¬ 
lic  witnesses  regarding  the  economic  problems  of  per¬ 
forming  artists.  Adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor :  General  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Education  met  in  executive  session  and  or¬ 
dered  reported  favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.R. 
8962  (amended),  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act. 

FOREIGN  SERVICE  BUILDINGS  ACT 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  Subcommittee  on  State 
Department  Organizatiorrsand  Foreign  Operations 
heard  further  testimony,  insxecutive  session,  on  the 
Foreign  Service  Buildings  Act  from  William  J. 
Crockett,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Administra¬ 
tion;  and  James  R.  Johnstone,  Deputy  Assistant  Secre- 
tary’of  State  for  Foreign  Buildings.  \ 

DEPARTMENT  OF  URBAN  AFFAIRS— HOUSING 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Heard  testi¬ 
mony  from  David  E.  Bell,  Director,  Bureau  of  the 
Budget;  and  public  witnesses,  on  Reorganization  Plan 
No.  1  of  1962,  to  create  a  Department  of  Urban  Affairs 
and  Housing.  Hearings  continue  Wednesday,  Febru¬ 
ary  7- 
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Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce :  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Health  and  Safety  heard  testimony  from 
Dr.  Ruther  Terry,  Surgeon  General  of  the  U.S.  Public 
Healtrk Service;  and  public  witnesses,  on  H.R.  133,  to 
establish^  National  Accident  Prevention  Center.  Hear¬ 
ings  continue  Wednesday,  February  7. 

Committee  \n  the  Judiciary:  Met  in  executive  session 
and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  the  follow¬ 
ing  bills:  \ 

S.  167  (amended1')^  the  Antitrust  Civil  Process  Act; 
H.R.  9300  (amended),  to  provide  that  the  House  of 
Representatives  shall  be  composed  of  439  Members  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  88th  Copgress ; 

H.R.  10043, t0  amend  Public  Law  86-272,  with  respect 
to  the  reporting  date ;  and  \ 

Several  private  claim  and  pn\ate  immigration  bills. 

GOLDEN  EAGLE  \ 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  andKisheries:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  held  a 
hearing  on  H.J.  Res.  479,  and  related  measures,  to  pro¬ 
vide  protection  for  the  golden  eagle.  Heard  testimony 
from  Representatives  Conte  and  Dominicks:  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  officials;  and  public  witnesses.  \ 

MANPOWER  UTILIZATION  \ 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Manpower  Utilization  heard  testimony  from 
Joseph  M.  Robertson,  Administrative  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary,  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  other  Agriculture 
Department  officials,  on  manpower  utilization  in  tlyJ 
Department  of  Agriculture.  The  subcommittee  vnll 
continue  hearings  Wednesday,  February  7.  / 

RIGHT-OF-WAY  SITUATION— MASSACHUSETTS 

Committee  on  Public  W or \s:  Special  Subcommittee  on 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Program  heard  testimony  from 
public  witnesses  regarding  the  right-of-way  situation  in 
Massachusetts.  Hearings  continue  /Wednesday,  Feb¬ 
ruary  7.  / 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  WEDNESDAY, 
FEBRUARY  7 

(  All  meetings  are  open/unless  otherwise  designated) 

/  Senate 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  executive,  regular 
meeting  day,  io  a.ny/324  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Special  Preparedness  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  executive  on  procedural  matters  in  connection  with  its 
current  series  or  hearings  on  military  cold  war  education  activi¬ 
ties  and  censorship  of  military  speeches,  10  a.m.,  1223  New  Sen¬ 
ate  Office  Building. 

Comniittee  on  Commerce,  Surface  Transportation  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  oft  a  revised  version  of  S.  2560,  to  strengthen  and  improve 
the  .national  transportation  system,  and  on  S.  2764,  making  civil 
forfeiture  provisions  of  section  222  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 


MANPOWER  RESOURCES  -  - — 

Committee  on  Rules :  Met  to  consider  granting  a  rule 
on  H.R.  8399,  relating  to  the  occupational  training, /de¬ 
velopment,  and  use  of  the  manpower  resources  or  the 
Nation.  / 

Testimony  was  given  on  the  request  for  / rule  by 
Representatives  Powell,  Holland,  and  Perkins. 

The  committee  adjourned  until  Wednesday,  Feb¬ 
ruary  7.  / 

COMMITTEE  WITNESSES  / 

Committee  on  Rules:  Committee  completed  hearings 
on  H.  Res.  448,  to  increase  frorn  $9  to  $16  per  day  and 
from  7  cents  to  12  cents  pei/mile  the  pay  and  travel 
allowance  of  witnesses  suopenaed  to  appear  before 
the  House.  Heard  testimony  from  Representative 
Burleson.  / 

NATIONAL  SCIENOi  FOUNDATION 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics:  The  commit¬ 
tee  heard  a  brknng  by  Dr.  Alan  T.  Waterman,  Direc¬ 
tor,  National/Science  Foundation,  and  his  staff,  regard¬ 
ing  the  Narfonal  Science  Foundation. 

VFW  / 

Conymittee  on  Veterans’  Affairs:  Heard  testimony  from 
narfnnal  commander  in  chief,  Veterans  of  Foreign 
Wars,  regarding  the  VFW’s  legislative  objectives  for 
.this  session  of  Congress. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

PRESIDENT’S  ECONOMIC  REPORT 

Joint  Economic  Committee:  Continuing  its  hearings  on 
the  President’s  Economic  Report,  committee  received 
testimony  from  the  following  panel  of  economists: 
Prof.  TheodoreW.  Schultz,  University  of  Chicago;  and 
Prof.  Alvin  H.  Hansen  and  Prof.  Henry  C.  Wallich, 
both  of  Yale  University. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 


Act  applicable  to  unlawful  operations  of  motor  carriers,  10:30 
a.m.,  5110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relation^  to  hear  Ambassador  Adlai 
Stevenson  in  connection  with  S.  2708,  authorizing  purchase  of 
U.N.  bonds,  10:30  a.m.,  4221  New  Semite  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  Public  Lands  Sub¬ 
committee,  on  pending  lands  bills  (S.  2521/3537,  S.J.  Res.  60  and 
124),  10  a.m.,  3110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  executive,  on  committee  business, 
10:30  a.m.,  2300  New  Senate  Office  Building.  \ 
Subcommittee,  on  the  nomination  of  Harrison  L/Winter,  to  be 
U.S.  district  judge  for  the  district  of  Maryland,  and  J.  Robert 
Elliott,  to  be  U.S.  district  judge  for  the  middle  district  orGeorgia, 
10:30  a.m.,  2228  New  Senate  Office  Building.  \ 

Antitrust  and  Monopoly  Subcommittee,  on  provisions\>f  S. 
1552,  Drug  Industry  Antitrust  Act,  relating  to  advertising  and 
promotion,  10  a.m.,  1318  New  Senate  Office  Building.  \ 
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1.  HOUSING.  By  a  vot/  of  264  to  150,  agreed  to  without  amendment  H.  Res.  530,  dis¬ 

approving  Reorganisation  Plan  No.  1  of  1962  to  create  a  Department  of  Urban  Af¬ 
fairs  and  Hou/ng.  pp.  2403-47 

2.  FARM  PROGRAM^  Rep.  Laird  criticized  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962,  say/ng  that  it  "is  an  interesting,  if  not  fantastic,  approach.  He  made 
specif  i/re  ference  to  the  mi  lk  provisions  of  the  bill.  p.  2463 

Rep/  Short  criticized  the  Administration's  farm  program  for  wheat/  saying 
that/he  bill  would  "provide  for  a  complete  regimentation  of  the  wheat/pioducer , 
or  /lse."  pp.  2465-6 

3.  M/LK.  Rep.  Seely-Brown  discussed  H.  J.  Res.  613,  to  continue  for  an  additional 
nine  months  the  current  support  price  for  milk  and  butterfat,  saying,  Stripped 
to  its  essentials,  this  resolution  asks  the  Congress  to  shoulder  the  blame  fo 
untimely  and  unwise  increases  in  dairy  price  support  levels  that  were  made  by 
the  administration  in  1961."  p.  2465 


-  2  - 


FEED  GRAINS.  Rep.  Cooley  discussed  the  success  of  the  1961  feed  grains  progr* 
saying,  "We  may  all  feel  the  pride  of  accomplishment,"  and  inserting  a  USDA 
eport,  "The  1961  Feed  Grain  Program."  pp.  2467-70 


CENTENNIAL.  Rep.  Cooley  inserted  a  "review  of  the  services  and  accompli 
of  U&PA's  first  century."  pp.  2470-2 


6. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 
p.  D103 


7. 


PROPERTY.  ReceiVed  from  GSA  a  proposed  bill  "To  amend  sectioh  3470  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  r°  authorize  the  heads  of  departments  and/independent  agen¬ 
cies  to  appoint  agents  to  bid  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  at  sales,  on 
execution  at  the  suit  of  the  United  States,  of  lands  or/tenements  of  a  debtor"; 
to  Government  Operations  Committee,  p.  2473 


8.  FORESTRY.  The  "Daily  Digdst"  states  that  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  "agreed  to  a  comhrittee  resolution  offering  no  objection  to  a  pro¬ 
posed  land  withdrawal  in  Tonto  National  Forest ,/Ariz."  p.  D104 


9.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insulat\Af fairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  with  amendments  H.  R./9097,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  sell  certain  public  lands  in  Idaho,  p.  D104 


10.  TERRITORIES.  The  Interior  and  InsularXAf fairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  10063./CO  provide  for  appointment  of  acting 
secretaries  for  Guam  and  the  Virgin/Islahds  under  certain  conditions,  p.  D104 


11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert /announced  hhat  H.  R.  8399,  the  Manpower  De¬ 
velopment  and  Training  Act>will/be  considerecK on  Tues.,  Feb.  27.  p.  2448 


>ENATE  -  FEB.  21 


12.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Robertson  contended  that  "rigidVrice  supports"  have  re-  . 
suited  in  "an  unmanageable  surplus  of  certain  farm  products,  a  strict  regimen-  " 
tation  of  our  farmers/...  and  a  very  unsatisfactory  return  to  our  farmers  as 
a  whole,"  and  inserted  an  editorial  on  "how  the  administration  is  now  propos¬ 
ing  in  the  pending /farm  bill  to  put  our  farm  program  completely  under  Govern¬ 
ment  control."  pp.  2487-8 

Sen.  Keating /urged  adoption  of  his  proposal  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Joint  Congress/onal  Study  Commission7Agriculture  to  study  the  farm  program 
and  inserted/an  article  supporting  his  proposal  and  criticizing\proposals  for 
marketing  orders  for  poultry,  pp.  2516-7 


RVATION.  Sen.  Hart  inserted  a  resolution  adopted  by  the  Nifcional 
ion  of  Soil  Conservation  Districts  commending  Secretary  Freemap  "for 
cognition  he  has  afforded  to  the  soil  conservation  district  movement 
his  first  year  in  office,"  and  the  address  by  the  Secretary  before 
16th  annual  convention  of  the  Association  in  Philadelphia  on  Feb.  6, 

.  pp.  2528-30 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Javits  urged  that  an  Advisory  Committee  on  Trade  Policy 
be  included  in  new  foreign  trade  legislation  and  inserted  several  articles 
discussing  foreign  trade,  pp.  2490-3 
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Chamber  Action 

Bills  Introduced:  33  public  bills,  H.R.  10317-10349; 
5  privat\bills,  H.R.  10350-10354;  and  8  resolutions, 
H.J.  Res.  636-638  and  H.  Con.  Res.  432-436,  were 

introduced.  \  Pages  2474-2475 

Bills  ReportedKReports  were  filed  as  follows: 

H.R.  10144,  proposed  Equal  Employment  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Act  of  1962  (PL  Rept.  1370) ; 

Disposition  of  executive  papers  (H.  Rept.  1371); 

H.R.  9699,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  D.C.  property  in 
Prince  William  County,  by  D.C.  Commissioners 
(H.  Rept.  1372); 

S.  1691,  relative  to  committing  juvenile  delinquents 
for  observation  and  study  (H.  K$pt.  1373); 

H.R.  8941,  authorizing  acceptance  by  the  Attorney 
General  of  gift  made  to  the  United  States  by  the  will  of 
Esther  Cattell  Schmidt  (H.  Rept.  1374)4  and 
Eleven  private  bills,  H.R.  1604,  1918,  3372,  4563,  5686, 
6076,  6272,  7549,  8886,  8946,  and  9409  (H.  Repts.  1375- 
1385,  respectively).  \poge2474 

New  Member  Sworn:  Representative-elect  Harold  M. 
Ryan,  of  the  14th  Congressional  District  of  Michigan, 
presented  himself  at  the  bar  of  the  House  and  the 
Speaker  administered  the  oath  of  office.  page  240b 

Reorganization  Plan  No.  1  (Urban  Affairs):  By 
record  vote  of  264  yeas  to  150  nays  the  House  adopted 
H.  Res.  530,  disapproving  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1, 
transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  President  on  January  30, 
1962,  providing  for  the  establishment  in  the/executive 
branch  of  a  new  Department  of  Urban  Xffairs  and 
Housing  of  Cabinet  rank,  and  thus  disapproved  the 

plan.  /  Pages  2403-2447 

Joint  Meeting:  The  calling  of  a  recess  by  the  Speaker 
was  made  in  order  on  Monday,  February  26,  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  Lt.  Col.  John  H.  Glenn,  Jr.,  in  a 
joint  meeting.  /  Page  2448 

Legislative  Program:  The/legislative  program  for  the 
balance  of  the  week  and  for  next  week  was  announced 
by  the  majority  leader.  /  page  2448 

Order  of  Business:  It  was  agreed  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  on  Thursday  it  will  stand  adjourned  to  Mon¬ 
day,  February  26yat  12  o’clock  noon.  Page  2443 

Welfare  and /Pension  Plans  Disclosure:  Disagreed  to 
Senate  amendments  to  H.R.  8723,  to  amend  the  Welfare 
and  Pension  Plans  Disclosure  Act  with  respect  to  the 
method/of  enforcement  and  to  provide  certain  addi¬ 
tional/sanctions;  agreed  to  a  conference  requested  by 
the  Senate;  and  appointed  as  conferees  Representatives 
Ppwell,  Roosevelt,  Dent,  Smith  of  Iowa,  Kearns, 
liestand,  and  Goodell.  Page  2448 


Bill  Rereferred:  The  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  was  discharged  from  further  consideration  of 
H.R.  10251,  to  confer  jurisdiction  in  certain  cases  on 
the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departmenp/to  authorize 
payment  from  appropriated  funds  of  the  military  de¬ 
partments  of  amounts  determined  to-be  owing  to  con¬ 
tractors  under  armed  services  housing  contracts,  and 
the  bill  was  rereferred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services.  /  poge  245i 

Bills  Referred:  Six  Senate^passed  bills  were  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  Page  2473 

Quorum  Call  and  Record  Vote:  During  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  the  Housp' today  one  quorum  call  and  one 
record  vote  developed  and  they  appear  on  pages  2404 
and  2447. 

Program  for  Thursday:  Adjourned  at  4:38  p.m.  until 
Thursday,  February  22,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when  Rep- 
resentative/Koush  will  read  George  Washington’s  Fare¬ 
well  Address  to  the  House. 

Committee  Meetings 

iNERAL  FARM  BILL 

Committee  on  Agriculture:  The  committee  continued 
hearings  on  H.R.  10010,  the  general  farm  bill,  with  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  Hear- 
igs  continue  Thursday,  February  22. 

MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  Met  in  executive  session 
on  H.R.  9751,  to  authorize  the  procurement  of  aircraft, 
missiles,  and  naval  vessels.  Heard  testimony  from  Maj. 
Gen.  L.  J.  Lincoln,  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for 
Logistics;  and  Opher  Department  of  the  Army  witnesses. 
Hearings  continue  Friday,  February  23. 

'national  school  lunch  act  “ 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  Met  in  executive 
session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House 
H.R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act. 

CIVIL  DEFENSE 

Committee  on  Government  Operatic  ubcommittee 

on  Military  Operations  heard  various  ^  rtmental  wit¬ 
nesses  on  proposed  civil  defense  legislation. 

GUAM— VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs'.  The,  com¬ 
mittee  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  theToI- 
lowing  bills : 


D104 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  DAILY  DIGEST  February  21,1962 


H.R.  9097  (amended),  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
thbvjnterior  to  sell  certain  public  lands  in  Idaho; 

_ L  9273  (amended),  to  repeal  obsolete  laws  relating 

to  milkary  bounty  land  warrants  and  to  provide  for 
cancellation  of  recorded  warrants;  and 

H.R.  10063,  to  provide  for  appointment  of  acting  sec¬ 
retaries  for  Guam  and  the  Virgin  Islands  under  certain 
conditions. 

Also  agreed  to\  committee  resolution  offering  no  ob¬ 
jections  to  a  proposed  land  withdrawal  in  Tonto  Na¬ 
tional  Forest,  Ariz.  \ 

\ 

NATIONAL  PARKS  \ 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  National  Parks  met  in  executive  session  and  re¬ 
ported  favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.J.  Res.  449 
(amended),  to  provide  for  the  establishing  of  the  for¬ 
mer  dwelling  house  of  Alexander  ^  Hamilton  as  a  na¬ 
tional  memorial;  and  H.R.  8484  (amended),  to  author¬ 
ize  establishment  of  the  Theodore  Roosevelt  Birthplace 
and  Sagamore  Hill  National  Historic  Site\N.Y. 

NATIONAL  ACCIDENT  PREVENTION  (CENTER 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Health  and  Safety  continued  hearings 
on  H.R.  133,  to  establish  a  National  Accident  Prevention 
Center.  Testimony  was  given  by  Department  of  Labor 
officials.  Adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

CLAIMS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  2  hearc 
various  Government  witnesses  on  H.R.  9877,  to  provjne 
for  the  settlement  of  claims  against  the  U.S.  by  members 
of  the  uniformed  services  and  civilian  officers  and 
employees  of  the  U.S.  for  damage  to,  or  loss  of/personal 
property  incident  to  their  service.  The  sujjcommittee 
in  executive  session  took  action  on  several /private  claim 
bills. 

EASTERN  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT— WISCONSIN 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  5  met* 
in  executive  session  and  ordered  favorably  reported  to 
the  full  committee  H.R.  10184,  to  amend  the  U.S.  Code 
so  as  to  reconstitute  the  eastern  judicial  district  of  Wis¬ 
consin  to  include  Menomjfiee  County,  Wis. 

LIABILITY— VESSEL  OWNERS 

/ 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries:  The 
Subcommittee  oh  Merchant  Marine  heard  testimony 
from  public  witnesses  on  H.R.  207,  to  provide  for  limi¬ 


tation  of  liability  for  vessel  owners  in  suits  by  third 
parties  based  upon  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness. 
Hearings  were  concluded. 

RIGHT-OF-WAY  SITUATION— MASSACHUSE1 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s:  Special  Subcommittee  on 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Program  continuetj/fiearings 
on  the  right-of-way  situation  in  Massachusetts.  Heard 
testimony  from  public  witnesses.  Hearings  continue 
Thursday,  February  22. 

JUDICIAL  REVIEW — VETERANS’ /CLAIMS 

Committee  on  Veterans ’  Affairs/  Subcommittee  con¬ 
tinued  consideration  of  bills  t a/provide  for  judicial  re¬ 
view  of  veterans’  claims.  Testimony  was  given  by. 
representatives  of  the  American  Legion  and  the  Dis¬ 
abled  American  Veteramp'organizations. 

TAXES 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means:  The  committee  met 
in  executive  session  regarding  final  decisions  on  the 
pending  tax  bilk  Recessed  until  Thursday,  February  22. 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  THURSDAY, 
FEBRUARY  22 

( All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated) 

Senate 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  on  S.  2786,  Food  and 
miculture  Act  of  1962,  10  a.m.,  324  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 
pnmittee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  on  fiscal  1963 
budget  estimates  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  and  related 
agencies,  10  a.m.  and  2  p.m.,  1114  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Commkiee  on  Commerce,  Communications  Subcommittee,  on 
S.  2109,  to  give  the  FCC  certain  regulatory  authority  over  tele¬ 
vision  receiving  apparatus,  10:30  a.m.,  5110  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

House 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  on  H.R.  10010,  the  general  farm 
bill,  10  a.m.,  1310  Nev\House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Armea'Services,  Subcommittee  on  Real  Estate, 
executive,  on  pending  real  estate  projects,  10  a.m.,  313-A  Old 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  ancrlnsular  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on 
Irrigation  and  Reclamation,  on  H-R.  980,  re  the  Auburn-Folsum 
south  unit,  American  River  division.  Central  Valley  project, 
California,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  New  Hofise  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Special  Subcommittee  on  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Program,  on  right-of-way  situation  in 
Massachusetts,  10  a.m.,  1302  New  House\)ffice  Building. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  executives,  on  final  decisions 
regarding  pending  tax  bill,  10  a.m.,  committee  room,  New 
House  Office  Building. 
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SENATE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen/Hruslca  criticized  the  farm  bill  as  being  unrealistic  and 
stated  that  the  farmer  should  be  led  "gradually  to  the  safety  of  the  free  and 
open  market"  through  a  program  which  would  include  "an  effective  land  retirement 
program;  elin/nation  of  the  vicious  competition  between  the  farmer  and  the 
Government  with  its  hoards  of  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  stodi^s;  an  orderly 
cutoff  of  /heat  allotments  and  marketing  quotas;  a  relationship  between  the 
support  at: ice  for  wheat  and  that  for  corn;  limitation  of  agricultural  conserva¬ 
tion  p^ments ;  export  payments  in  kind;  support  of  the  parity  concept.  pp. 
2643- 

2.  WAT&6.  RESOURCES.  The  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  of  the  Interior 
(d  Insular  Affairs  Committee  on  Feb.  23  approved  for  reporting  to  the  fu. 

/committee  without  amendment  S.  1023,  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  ad< 
tional  features  of  the  Talent  division  of  the  Rogue  River  Basin  reclamation 
project,  Ore.,  and  H.  R.  7855,  to  grant  the  consent  of  Congress  to  an  amendment 
of  a  compact  ratified  by  La.  and  Texas  relating  to  the  waters  of  the  Sabine 
River.  p.  DUO 


FOOD;  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  and  commended  a  newspaper  edit 
suggesting  that  "we  use  the  land-grant  colleges  to  send  people  to  Latin 
American  countries  to  teach  the  people  to  raise  food  in  quantity  under  ft  pro¬ 
ram  called  Operation  Food  Production."  pp.  2642-3 
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4.  ELECTRIF I CATION.  Sens.  Anderson  and  McGee  inserted  and  commended  Newspaper 
editorial  praising  the  agreements  negotiated  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec  mation 
with  private  power  companies  for  the  transmission  of  power  to  b</  nerated 
by  the  Coiorada  River  electro-power  projects,  pp.  2631-2,  263 


5.  PEACE  CORPS.  \Sen.  McGee  inserted  an  article  commending  th  fork  of  the  Peace 
Corps  and  staking  that  the  Corps  "now  has  698  volunteers  rking  in  13  coun¬ 
tries  and  every\host  nation  has  asked  for  more."  pp.  263  $ 


6.  ADJOURNED  until  Thu\s.,  Mar.  1.  p.  2644 
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SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  with  amendme 
3.  R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (H.  Rept.  1389). 
p.  2716   | 


8.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  May  criticize^ the  provision  in  the  Administration's  farm 
bill  providing  for  long-term  agreetaenra  with  farmers  for  recreation  develop¬ 
ment,  saying,  "Any  of  our  rich  farmhand  taken  for  recreational  purposes  will 
be  lost  to  farming  forever."  pp.  2#9'8-9 

Rep.  Smith,  la. ,  praised  the  feed  grain  provisions  of  H.  R.  10010,  saying, 
"Secretary  of  Agriculture  Freemaji  is  recommending  we  move  excessive  Government 
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9.  LABOR.  Received  from  the  Lab6r  Department  a  report  on  the  exemptions  available 
for  the  handling  and  processing  of  agricultural,  products,  pursuant  to  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Ame^raments  of  1961.  p.  27I< 


TERRITORIES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  CommiOree  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  IOO64,  to  provide  for  appointment  of 'acting  secretaries  for 
Guam  and  the  Virgii/Islands  under  certain  conditions  (H,.  Rept.  1388). 
p.  2716 


EDUCATION.  The/"Daily  Digest"  states:  "Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  The 
Select  Subcommittee  on  Education  and  General  Subcommittee  on'Labor  met  in 
executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.  R. 
10143  (a  /lean  bill  to  be  introduced) ,  the  Adult  Literacy  Act  oX.1962." 
p.  Dill 
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February  26,  1962. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Powell,  from  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  8962] 

The  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
bill  (H.R.  8962)  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance 
funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

The  amendment  strikes  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserts 
in  lieu  thereof  a  substitute,  as  follows: 

That  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“appropriations  authorized 

“Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out 
of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
‘Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other  than  section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“apportionments  to  states 

“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  author¬ 
ization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5, 
shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The 
Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Appor¬ 
tionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the 
participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State. 
The  amount  of  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following 
method:  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and 
(2) ;  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States  ( exclusive 


72006 — 62- 


■1 


2 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


of  American  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  June  30,  1967);  and  third,  apply  the 
figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot 
utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available 
under  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner.  Not¬ 
withstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal  year  begin¬ 
ning  July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportionment  among  the 
States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one- 
half  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning 
July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1967,  the  amount  apportioned  to  American 
Samoa  shall  be  $25,000  each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the 
funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be  apportioned 
to  the  other  States.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“and  less  the  amount  apportioned  to  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him 

pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds  as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages 
of  5  and  17,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  is  of 
the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State  attending  school”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to 
such  funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for  the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  redesignated  as  section 
12  and  subsection  (d)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

“(2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State  legislature  may  deter¬ 
mine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of 
public  instruction,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or  (B)  a 
board  of  education  controlling  the  State  department  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private  school  exempt  from 
income  tax  under  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“(4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used  by  schools  in  storing, 
preparing,  or  serving  food  for  schoolchildren. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal  to  the  number 
of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum 
requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in 
the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this 
Act  in  the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average 
annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State 
having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient 
obtained  by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States 
by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  such  State,  except  that  such 
product  may  not  exceed  9  for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph  (i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State  and  for 
all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three 
most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certified  to  the 
Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and  (ii)  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before 
July  1,  1967. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high  school 
grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.” 
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Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  after  section  10  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems 
to  be  in  the  public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of 
helping  such  schools  to  meet  the  requirements  established  in  this  Act  concerning 
the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches.” 

Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on  July  1,  1962. 

Explanation  of  Amendment 

The  committee  amendment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute.  It 
makes  the  following  changes  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act: 

1.  The  formula  for  apportionment  of  cash  assistance  funds  among 
the  States  is  based  upon  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year,  including  those  served  without  milk  as  a  beverage,  and  the 
assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  Under  existing  law,  funds  are 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  total  school-age  population.  During  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  the  cash  assistance 
funds  will  be  distributed  under  existing  law  and  one-half  under  the 
new  formula. 

2.  A  special  assistance  fund  is  authorized  to  assist  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 
which  are  not  financially  able,  with  the  basic  assistance  provided 
under  the  act,  to  (1)  operate  a  lunch  program  or  (2)  meet  the  need  for 
free  or  substantially  reduced  price  lunches  among  those  children  unable 
to  pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch.  (Criteria  for  administering  this 
provision  (sec.  11)  are  included  in  an  appendix  to  this  report.) 

3.  The  method  is  revised  for  dividing  the  State’s  share  of  the  cash 
assistance  funds  between  public  and  private  schools,  when  such  a 
division  is  necessary,  because  State  statutes  prevent  the  State  agency 
from  disbursing  funds  to  private  schools.  The  bill  provides  that  di¬ 
vision  be  made  on  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  each  type  of 
school  in  the  preceding  years,  resulting  in  the  same  average  per  meal 
rate  in  both  public  and  private  schools. 

4.  American  Samoa  is  brought  into  the  program. 

Background  of  Legislation 

Federal  assistance  to  school  lunch  programs  began  in  the  mid- 
thirties.  Foods  acquired  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  under 
surplus  removal  programs  were  donated  to  schools  to  help  provide  free 
lunches  to  needy  children.  This  surplus  purchase  and  donation  opera¬ 
tion  was  carried  out  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of  the  act  of 
^August  24,  1935.  Section  32  provides  a  permanent  annual  appropria- 
'  tion  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  general  purpose  of  ex¬ 
panding  domestic  and  export  markets  for  agricultural  commodities. 
Since  its  enactment  the  Department  has  stepped  into  the  market,  when 
necessary,  to  remove  a  surplus  supply  and  has  donated  the  purchased 
supplies  to  schools,  charitable  institutions,  and  needy  families.  The 
Department’s  surplus  food  donation  authority  was  further  expanded 
by  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  which  authorizes  dona- 
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tions  of  1‘ood  commodities  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  under  the  price-support  program. 

In  the  1930’s,  as  well  as  in  the  present  period,  the  volume  and  kinds 
of  surplus  foods  available  for  donation  to  schools  varied  from  year  to 
year  depending  upon  marketing  conditions.  Nonetheless,  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  these  foods  did  stimulate  the  inauguration  of  school  feeding 
projects  and,  by  1940,  over  2  million  children  were  participating  in 
school  lunch  programs  that  were  receiving  Federal  surplus  foods. 

By  1943  the  wartime  demand  for  food  had  virtually  eliminated  the 
surplus  problem  in  agriculture  and  in  March  of  that  year  the  Depart¬ 
ment  announced  that  section  32  funds  would  be  used  to  support  the 
school  lunch  program  through  a  reimbursement  system.  Under  it, 
schools  were  to  receive  cash  payments  to  make  local  purchases  of  food 
for  the  lunch  program.  Surplus  food  donations  were  to  continue,  but 
during  the  war  period  they  were  largely  limited  to  occasional  supplies 
of  seasonal  surpluses  of  items  such  as  potatoes  and  cabbage. 

As  established  in  1943,  this  cash  assistance  lunch  program  was 
basically  similar  to  the  present  national  school  lunch  program  with 
respect  to  nutritional  standards,  free  lunches  for  children  unable  to 
pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch,  and  the  requirement  that  schools 
operate  their  lunch  programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  The  maximum 
basic  Federal  cash  reimbursement  per  meal  was  9  cents,  as  at  present. 

For  the  next  3  fiscal  years — 1944  through  1946 — the  authority  to 
operate  a  cash  reimbursement  program  with  section  32  funds  was 
contained  in  the  annual  appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  program  expanded  rapidly  after  the  inauguration 
of  the  cash  reimbursement  assistance  and  by  the  fiscal  year  1946 
about  4  million  children  were  participating.  In  this  period  the  de¬ 
partments  of  education  in  many  States  began  to  take  a  more  active 
interest  in  the  program  although  actual  administration,  including  the 
taking  of  agreements  with  individual  schools,  continued  to  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Having  to  rely  on  year-to-year  authorizations  in  appropriation  bills 
resulted  in  a  recurring  uncertainty  concerning  the  availability  of 
Federal  funds  and  made  it  difficult  for  States  to  develop  longer  range 
plans  for  program  expansion.  This  led  to  a  move  to  provide  perma¬ 
nent  enabling  legislation  as  a  means  oL— in  the  words  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  when  it  reported  out  the  school  lunch 
bill — “coordinating  the  work  throughout  the  Nation  and  especially 
to  encourage  and  increase  financial  participation  and  active  control 
by  the  several  States.” 

The  National  School  Lunch  Act  was  approved  by  the  President  in 
June  1946.  It  placed  responsibility  for  the  administration  of  the 
program  in  State  educational  agencies.  They  select  schools  for 
participation,  take  agreements  with  participating  schools,  pay 
reimbursement  claims  from  funds  advanced  to  the  States  by  the 
Department,  and  generally  supervise  operations  in  the  local  schools 
within  the  policies  and  regulations  established  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  act  did  provide,  however,  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  would  still  administer  the  program  in  private  schools  in 
those  States  where  by  State  law  the  State  educational  agency  was 
prohibited  from  disbursing  funds  to  private  schools. 

The  Department  now  administers  the  private  school  program  in 
28  States  and  in  the  territory  of  Guam. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT  5 

Other  major  features  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  were: 

(а)  Authorization  of  an  annual  appropriation. 

(б)  A  specific  formula  for  the  distribution  of  cash  assistance 
funds  among  the  States. 

(c)  Authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine 
nutritional  standards  for  lunches  served.  (The  type  A  lunch 
established  to  meet  these  standards  includes  a  half  pint  of  milk, 
a  protein-rich  food,  fruits  and  vegetables,  bread  and  butter  or 
fortified  margarine.  Where  schools  cannot  obtain  a  suitable 
supply  of  fluid  milk,  or  where  a  child  declines  to  drink  milk,  a 
lunch  may  be  served  without  milk  as  a  beverage.) 

0 d )  A  requirement  that  lunches  be  served  free  to  children 
unable  to  pay. 

(e)  A  requirement  that  participating  schools  operate  their 
lunch  programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

(/)  Section  6  of  the  act  gave  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
authority  to  use  a  portion  of  the  appropriation  for  the  direct 
purchase  of  foods  for  distribution  to  participating  schools. 

(g)  Another  section  in  the  act  provided  for  the  use  of  $10 
million  of  each  annual  appropriation  to  assist  schools  in  the 
purchase  of  equipment.  (However,  Congress  has  not  appro¬ 
priated  funds  for  this  purpose  since  the  first  year  of  the  program.) 

( h )  Provision  was  made  for  the  continued  distribution  of 
surplus  foods  to  participating  schools. 

(i)  The  act  also  provided  for  State  and  local  matching  of 
Federal  cash  grants  at  a  3-to-l  ratio  beginning  July  1,  1955, 
with  downward  adjustments  for  States  having  a  per  capital 
income  below  the  national  average.  The  value  of  commodities 
donated  to  schools  does  not  have  to  be  matched.  Also,  as 
interpreted  on  the  basis  of  legislative  history,  children’s  pay¬ 
ments  for  lunches  are  considered  as  part  of  State  and  local 
matching  funds. 

The  act  provides  that  at  least  75  percent  of  the  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  be  provided  to  States  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Up  to 
3}£  percent  can  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  and  the  remaining  amount  (21  %  percent)  may  be  used  to  make 
special  purchases  for  the  program  as  authorized  by  section  6.  In 
actual  practice  more  than  the  minimum  amount  is  provided  to  the 
States  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Federal  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  are  held  to  about  half  of  the  permitted  maximum,  and  the  full 
amount  is  not  reserved  for  section  6  purchases.  In  the  current  fiscal 
year,  for  example,  88.7  percent  of  the  appropriation  is  being  used  for 
cash  reimbursement,  or  $12.3  million  more  than  is  required  under  the 
minimum  75-percent  requirements. 

From  time  to  time  since  1947  the  Federal  appropriation  has  been 
increased.  It  ranged  from  about  $70  to  $75  million  for  food  assistance 
from  1947  through  1949.  From  1950  through  1956  it  was  stabilized 
at  about  $83.5  million;  it  was  increased  to  $100  million  in  1957  and 
to  $110  million  in  1959. 

For  1962,  $115  million  was  made  available  out  of  appropriated 
funds,  and  an  additional  $10  million  of  such  funds  together  with  a  total 
of  $45  million  of  section  32  funds  was  authorized  to  make  special 
commodity  purchases  for  the  program. 

Under  permanent  legislation,  steady  and  effective  progress  has  been 
achieved.  During  the  1947  fiscal  year,  34,144  schools  were  serving 
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lunches  to  4,545,129  children.  The  total  cost  of  the  program,  includ¬ 
ing  Federal,  State,  and  local  contributions,  together  with  payments 
by  the  children,  amounted  to  $218,588,894.  During  fiscal  year  1961, 
63,961  schools  were  serving  lunches  to  13,453,410  children.  The  total 
cost  of  the  program,  from  all  sources,  had  grown  to  $1,051,049,745. 

The  Federal  cash  assistance  grants  amounted  to  $59,896,235  in  1947 
and  had  increased  to  $93,746,304  by  1961. 

Under  existing  law,  and  Department  of  Agriculture  regulations,  cash 
assistance  funds  are  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  school-age  population 
and  per  capita  personal  income.  States  are  required  to  reimburse 
participating  schools  on  the  basis  of  number  of  lunches  served.  The 
basic  maximum  allowable  payment  is  9  cents  for  each  type  A  lunch 
with  milk  and  7  cents  for  each  type  A  lunch  without  milk. 

Because  the  program  has  grown  faster  in  some  States  than  in  others, 
in  actual  practice  the  average  per  meal  rates  of  cash  assistance  any 
State  is  able  to  pay  its  schools  tends  to  be  related  more  to  the  rate  of 
program  growth  than  to  need  as  measured  by  per  capita  income  of  the 
State.  Thus  a  higher  income  State  with  below  average  participation 
may  be  able  to  reimburse  its  schools  at  a  higher  rate  than  can  a  lower 
income  State  with  above  average  participation. 

The  committee  was  impressed  with  data  showing  that  in  1947  the 
cash  reimbursement  rate  averaged  8.7  cents  per  lunch,  and  that  it  has 
now  declined  to  about  4  cents.  The  rate  of  reimbursement  ranges 
from  less  than  2  cents  to  8.5  cents. 

The  committee  was  also  impressed  with  the  necessity  of  placing  a 
floor  under  the  reimbursement  rate,  as  well  as  a  ceiling  as  pressntly 
provided  by  departmental  regulation.  The  committee  gave  serious 
consideration  to  a  request  that  the  high  and  low  be  placed  at  5  cents 
and  9  cents. 

Unless  the  program  were  fully  implemented,  it  was  recognized  that 
serious  injustice  would  be  imposed  on  States  with  a  high  assistance 
need  rate.  The  committee  therefore  recommends  strongly  that  the 
program  be  fully  implemented  so  that  the  factors  “5”  and  “9”  in  the 
formula  may,  in  fact,  be  5  and  9  cents,  respectively. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT  7 

Average  per  meal  rate  of  assistance  and  total  apportionment  under  proposed  formula 


With  a  cash  assistance  fund  of 2 — 


State  1 2 

$118,600,000 3 

$139,900,000  4 

$118,600,000  3 

$139,900,000  4 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

metnod 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Delaware..-  . . . . . 

208 

245 

4.2 

5.0 

District  of  Columbia _ _ 

183 

216 

4.2 

5.0 

Connecticut _ _ 

1,058 

1,248 

4.2 

5.0 

Nevada _ _ 

110 

130 

4.2 

5.0 

New  York . . .  . 

7, 160 

8,445 

4.2 

5.0 

California _ 

6,326 

7,  462 

4.2 

5.0 

Alaska _ 

91 

107 

4.2 

5.0 

New  Jersey _ _ _ 

2,125 

2,  507 

4.2 

5.0 

Illinois . . . 

4,244 

5,  006 

4.2 

5.0 

Massachusetts-  . . . 

2,414 

2,848 

4.2 

5.0 

Maryland  _  ... . . . 

1,610 

1,899 

4.2 

5.0 

Ohio _ _ . _ 

4,996 

5,  894 

4.2 

5.0 

Michigan _ _ _ _ 

3,  778 

4,  456 

4.2 

5.0 

Washington.— . . . .  ... 

1,637 

1,931 

4.2 

5.0 

Colorado . .  .  _ 

1,082 

1,277 

4.2 

5.0 

Pennsylvania _ 

5,  421 

6,  395 

4.2 

5.0 

Oregon .  . . 

1, 101 

1,299 

4.2 

5.0 

Wyoming . .  . .  ...  . 

220 

260 

4.2 

5.0 

Missouri  _ 

2,  661 

3. 139 

4.2 

5.0 

Rhode  Island .  . .  . .  . 

346 

408 

4.3 

5.1 

Indiana _ 

2,825 

3,332 

4.3 

5.1 

Hawaii _  _ 

620 

732 

4.4 

5.2 

Wisconsin _ _ _ _ _ 

2,  303 

2, 716 

4.4 

5.2 

Nebraska _ 

871 

1,027 

4.5 

5.3 

New  Hampshire _ _ _ 

350 

412 

4.6 

5.4 

Minnesota _ 

2,  561 

3,021 

4.6 

5.3 

Kansas _ _ _ 

1,411 

1,665 

4.6 

5.4 

Montana... . . . 

419 

494 

4.6 

5.4 

Arizona  . . . . . ... 

980 

1,150 

4.7 

5.6 

Iowa _ _  .. 

2,192 

2.  585 

4.7 

5.6 

Guam _ _  ... _ 

76 

90 

4.8 

5.7 

Florida _ 

3,  774 

4,452 

4.8 

5.7 

Texas.. _ _ _ _ _ 

5,952 

7,021 

4.8 

5.7 

Utah . . .  ...  . 

754 

889 

4.9 

5.8 

Maine.  .  _ _ _ 

669 

789 

5.1 

6.0 

Vermont _ _ 

246 

290 

5.1 

6.0 

Virginia _  _ _  _ _ 

3,  081 

3,  635 

5.1 

6.0 

Oklahoma _ _ _ _ _ 

1,717 

2,  025 

5.1 

6.0 

Idaho.. . . . 

556 

656 

5. 1 

6.0 

New  Mexico..  _ ... _ _ 

815 

962 

5.2 

6.1 

South  Dakota _ 

480 

566 

5.3 

6.3 

North  Dakota _ 

595 

701 

5.3 

6.3 

West  Virginia _ 

1,565 

1,846 

5.6 

6.6 

Louisiana _  _ 

4,  205 

4,  960 

5.7 

6.7 

Georgia  ...  _ _ ... 

4,494 

5,  301 

6.9 

7.0 

North  Carolina _ _ _ _ 

5,390 

6,  358 

6.1 

7.2 

Tennessee _  _  _ _ _ 

3,  446 

4,  065 

6.1 

7.2 

Kentucky . . .  . . .  . 

3,192 

3,  766 

6.1 

7.2 

Alabama  .  _ _ _ _ 

3, 621 

4,  271 

6.4 

7.6 

South  Carolina _ _ _ 

3, 376 

3,982 

6.9 

8.1 

Arkansas _  _  ..  ...  ..  . 

2,186 

2,  579 

7.0 

8.3 

Mississippi _ _ 

3,229 

3.809 

7.6 

9.0 

Virgin  Islands _ 

61 

72 

7.6 

9.0 

Puerto  Rico _  _ 

3, 817 

4,503 

7.6 

9.0 

U.S.  total _ 

118, 600 

139, 900 

5.0 

5.9 

1  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years:  1958,  1959, 1960. 

2  Based  on  estimated  meals  in  fiscal  year  1962. 

3  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  budget  request,  fiscal  year  1963. 

4  Amount  estimated  to  be  appropriated  for  full  implementation. 


Administration  of  Section  11 

Funds  appropriated  under  the  authority  of  the  proposed  new  section 
11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  are  designed  to  provide  special 
food  assistance  to  those  schools  which,  because  of  the  poor  local 
economic  conditions  of  the  area  from  which  they  draw  attendance, 
are  not  financially  able  with  the  basic  assistance  provided  under  the 
act  to  (1)  operate  a  lunch  program  or  (2)  meet  the  need  for  free  or 
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substantially  reduced  price  lunches  among  those  children  unable  to 
pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch.  Selection  of  schools  for  section  11 
assistance  will  be  made  upon  the  basis  of  an  application  from  the 
school  which  will  furnish  information  showing  the  need  for  additional 
financial  aid,  over  and  above  that  now  available  to  the  lunch  program 
from  Federal,  State,  and  local  sources,  in  order  to  make  a  lunch 
available  to  those  needy  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  price. 

While  operating  experience  is  required  to  determine  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  detailed  administrative  regulations  to  insure  that  these  funds  go 
to  the  type  of  school  for  which  they  are  intended,  the  following  broad 
operating  principles  and  guidelines  can  be  immediately  incorporated 
into  the  new  program : 

1.  The  present  administrative  pattern  will  be  continued,  with  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  selecting  schools  and  disbursing  funds  left  in  the  hands 
of  State  educational  agencies,  except  in  the  29  States  or  territories 
where  State  law  makes  it  necessary  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
to  deal  directly  with  private  schools. 

2.  Because  all  States  have  some  areas  and  schools  with  special 
economic  need,  at  least  50  percent  of  any  funds  appropriated  under 
the  new  section  11  will  be  divided  among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  a 
special  apportionment  formula  described  in  the  following  section.  The 
remaining  amount  of  any  such  appropriation  will  be  held  in  a  reserve 
by  the  Department  to  meet  additional  needs. 

3.  Any  funds  made  available  to  the  States  and  territories  under  the 
authority  of  section  11  will  be  disbursed  to  schools  selected  on  the 
basis  of  the  special  economic  need  of  the  schools.  Administrative 
regulations  of  the  Department  will  outline  the  factors  to  be  considered 
by  the  States  (or  the  Department  in  the  case  of  private  schools)  in  the 
selection  of  such  schools.  These  factors  are  outlined  in  a  later  section. 

4.  Fimds  disbursed  to  approved  schools  shall  be  used  to  make  local 
purchases  of  food  for  the  program.  The  maximum  rate  of  assistance 
shall  be  15  cents  per  lunch.  The  Department  will  also  work  with 
State  agencies  to  insure  that  such  schools  also  receive  special  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  distribution  of  foods  especially  purchased  for  school 
lunch  purposes  or  made  available  under  the  surplus  food  donation 
program. 

5.  State  agencies  (and  the  Department  in  the  case  of  private 
schools)  will  periodically  review  the  financial  position  of  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  approved  for  section  1 1  assistance  to  determine  the  continuing 
need  for  such  assistance. 

A  PROPOSED  APPORTIONMENT  FORMULA 

A.  The  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  are  now  being 
served  to  needy  children  in  the  various  States  and  territories  is  one 
measure  of  the  relative  need  for  special  assistance.  However,  the 
actual  performance  with  respect  to  the  service  of  such  meals  also,  in 
part,  is  a  measure  of  the  State’s  or  community’s  ability  to  finance  the 
service  of  such  meals. 

B.  It  is  proposed,  therefore,  that  an  apportionment  formula  for  the 
division  of  such  funds  be  based  upon  the  number  of  free  or  reduced- 
price  meals  being  served  to  needy  children,  adjusted  for  the  ability 
of  a  State  to  finance  such  meals  as  measured  by  the  relationship  of 
the  national  average  per  capita  income  to  the  per  capita  income  of  the 
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various  States.  Because  of  the  atypical  situation  in  the  territories 
(Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa),  a  special 
reserve  would  be  established  for  them. 

C.  Three  percent  of  the  total  appropriation  under  section  1 1  will  be 
reserved  for  use  by  the  territories.  Of  the  remaining  amount,  50  per¬ 
cent  would  be  initially  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the  formula  de¬ 
scribed  above.  Another  25  percent  of  such  funds  would  be  ap¬ 
portioned  in  a  similar  fashion  and  would  be  advanced  to  any  State 
proving  the  need  for  additional  funds  over  and  above  its  initial 
apportionment.  The  remaining  25  percent  of  the  funds  would  be 
held  in  reserve  by  the  Department  to  be  equitably  distributed  among 
those  States  demonstrating  a  need  for  funds  in  excess  of  their  initial 
and  reserve  apportionments. 

GUIDELINES  FOR  THE  SELECTION  OF  SCHOOLS 

Administrative  regulations  of  the  Department  will  provide  that 
State  educational  agencies  (or  the  Department  in  the  case  of  private 
schools)  will  select  schools  for  participation  in  the  section  1 1  program 
on  the  basis  of  a  special  application  which  will  provide  information  on 
the  following: 

1.  The  special  economic  conditions  of  the  community  or  the  school 
which  makes  special  assistance  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  for 
participation  in  the  school  lunch  program,  especially  the  free  or 
reduced-price  requirement  for  needy  children. 

2.  The  percentage  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  being  served  or 
needed  to  be  served.  Priority  would  go  to  these  schools  needing  to 
serve,  or  serving,  at  least  25  percent  of  lunches  to  such  needy  children, 
provided  a  need  for  special  assistance  is  demonstrated. 

3.  The  full  price  of  the  lunch  to  paying  children,  as  an  additional 
guide  to  the  general  economic  conditions  of  the  community  or  the 
school.  In  our  minds  a  question  should  be  raised  concerning  the 
eligibility  of  a  school  for  special  assistance  if  the  full  price  of  the  lunch 
was  in  excess  of  the  statewide  average  and  we  would  expect  the  price 
to  generally  be  less  than  the  statewide  average  in  these  types  of 
schools.  A  high  lunch  price,  in  relation  to  the  economic  conditions 
of  the  school,  could  result  in  an  excessively  large  demand  for  free  or 
reduced  price  lunches  and  could  well  be  an  indication  of  poor  manage¬ 
ment. 

4.  Assurance  that  any  token  charge  made  to  needy  children  in 
order  to  encourage  independence  will  not  preclude  participation  by 
those  children  who  need  to  receive  a  free  lunch  in  order  to  participate. 

5.  The  financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  program  to  show  the 
need  for  special  Federal  assistance  in  order  to  operate  a  lunch  program 
in  view  of  the  number  of  needy  children  in  the  school.  For  presently 
participating  schools,  the  application  would  show  the  revenue  to  the 
lunch  program  during  the  past  year  from  Federal,  State,  and  local 
sources,  and  the  yearend  financial  position  of  the  lunch  program. 
These  data  would  be  analyzed  in  relationship  to  the  information  ob¬ 
tained  under  point  (2)  concerning  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price 
meals  that  need  to  be  served  to  those  children  unable  to  pay  the  full 
price. 


H.  Rept.  1389,  87-2- 
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The  Situation  in  Alaska 

1.  Alaska  is  one  of  the  States  which  will  receive  a  smaller  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  total  funds  made  available  for  cash  food  assistance 
under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  8962  and  the  subsequent  draft  proposed 
by  the  staff  of  the  General  Education  Subcommittee. 

2.  The  reduction  in  the  share  of  the  total  funds  to  Alaska  (and 
other  States  in  a  similar  situation)  is  primarily  due  to  the  relatively 
low  level  of  participation  in  the  school  lunch  program.  On  the 
average,  about  17  percent  of  the  school-age  population  in  Alaska  is 
participating  in  the  school  luncli  program,  compared  with  a  national 
average  of  32  percent  and  a  peak  of  69  percent  in  Louisiana  and  65 
percent  in  Hawaii. 

3.  It  is  recognized  that  some  schools  in  Alaska  may  have  a  special 
problem  with  respect  to  the  general  cost  of  living  and,  in  this  case,  the 
general  cost  of  food  purchased  for  school  lunch  purposes.  On  the 
other  hand,  per  capita  income  is  high  in  Alaska  as  are  wage  rates  in 
manufacturing.  The  proposed  apportionment  formula  does  benefit 
Alaska  because  the  State  is  treated  on  the  same  basis  as  all  other 
States  having  a  per  capita  income  higher  than  the  national  average. 

4.  It  is  further  recognized  that  to  adjust  the  apportionment  formula 
for  any  single  State,  based  upon  food  costs,  might  well  open  the  door 
for  a  similar  request  on  the  part  of  any  other  State  which  believes  its 
situation  is  somewhat  different  from  that  of  the  national  average. 

5.  It  is  believed  that  the  most  essential  current  need  is  to  revise 
the  apportionment  formula  to  overcome  the  inequities  arising  from 
the  varying  levels  of  school  lunch  participation  among  the  various 
States.  After  sufficient  experience  has  been  gained  in  this  major 
revision,  the  subcommittee  and  the  Department  would  be  in  a  better 
position  to  subsequently  evaluate  the  need  for  further  adjustments  in 
the  distribution  of  school  lunch  funds  to  Alaska. 

6.  Some  of  the  more  serious  problems  in  Alaska  might  well  be 
solved  under  the  provision  of  the  new  section  11,  which  provides  addi¬ 
tional  assistance  to  those  schools  demonstrating  a  special  economic 
need.  Experience  under  this  new  authority  will  place  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  the  Department  in  a  better  position  to  evaluate  the  need 
for  further  revisions  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Section-by-Section  Description  of  the  Committee  Substitute 

H.R.  8962  is  reported  with  a  committee  amendment  which  strikes 
out  everything  after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserts  in  lieu  thereof  a 
new  text.  The  following  is  a  description  of  the  committee  substitute. 

SECTION  l 

The  first  section  of  the  committee  substitute  makes  only  one 
significant  change  in  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  the  “act”),  although  it  rewrites  section  3  of 
the  act  in  its  entirety.  Section  3  of  the  act  authorizes  appropriations 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  act  and  the  only  significant  change 
made  in  existing  law  by  the  committee  substitute  is  to  make  it  explicit 
that  the  provisions  of  section  3  do  not  apply  to  new  section  11,  which 
is  added  to  the  act  by  the  substitute  and  provides  for  special  assistance 
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to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist. 

section  2 

Section  2  of  the  committee  substitute  revises  the  formula  prescribed 
in  section  4  of  the  act  for  the  apportionment  of  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States. 

Section  4  of  the  act  now  provides  that  the  apportionment  shall  he 
based  upon  the  relative  numbers  of  the  school-age  children  in  the 
States  and  the  relative  need  of  the  States  for  assistance  as  measured 
by  their  per  capita  incomes. 

The  committee  substitute  would  base  the  apportionment  of  cash 
assistance  funds  to  each  State  on  two  factors,  the  “participation  rate” 
and  the  “assistance  need  rate”  for  the  State.  The  “participation 
rate”  for  a  State  is  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  schools  in  the 
State  participating  in  the  school  lunch  program  under  the  act  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year.  (The  term  itself  is  defined  in  proposed  section 
12(d)(5)  of  the  act.)  The  only  lunches  that  would  be  counted  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  participation  rate  for  a  State  are  lunches 
consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  require¬ 
ments  of  what  is  referred  to  as  the  “type  A”  lunch.  Thus,  the  “type 
C”  (or  milk  only)  lunch  would  not  be  counted  for  this  purpose. 

The  “assistance  need  rate”  for  all  the  States  would  range  from  5  to 
9,  both  inclusive,  and  would  be  based  on  relative  average  annual  per 
capita  incomes  of  the  States.  States  with  an  average  annual  per 
capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  national  average  woidd  have 
an  assistance  need  rate  of  5.  States  with  an  average  annual  per  capita 
income  less  than  the  national  average  would  range  above  5  through  9 ; 
the  lower  then-  average  annual  per  capita  income  the  greater  their 
assistance  need  rate.  Data  for  the  most  recent  3-year  period  will  be 
used  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  of  each 
State.  The  term  “assistance  need  rate”  is  defined  in  proposed 
section  12(d)(6)  which  would  be  added  to  the  act  by  the  committee 
substitute. 

The  amount  that  any  State  would  receive  for  any  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  method  of  apportionment  provided  in  the  committee  sub¬ 
stitute  is  in  full  operation  would  be  determined  as  follows:  The  partici¬ 
pation  rate  for  the  State  would  be  multiplied  by  the  State’s  assistance 
need  rate.  The  product  thus  determined  would  be  divided  by  the 
sum  of  such  products  for  all  the  States.  The  amounts  available  for 
cash  assistance  under  section  3  of  the  act  for  the  fiscal  year  in  question 
would  then  be  multiplied  by  the  quotient  determined  under  the  preced¬ 
ing  sentence  and  the  product  thus  obtained  would  be  the  apportion¬ 
ment  to  the  State  of  cash  assistance  funds. 

Under  the  substitute,  fiscal  year  1963  is  a  period  of  transition 
from  the  old  system  of  apportionment  to  the  new  method  described 
immediately  above.  In  that  year,  if  the  substitute  is  enacted  into 
law,  one-half  of  the  cash  assistance  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  3  would  be  apportioned  under  the  formula  now  in  effect  and 
one-half  of  such  funds  would  be  apportioned  under  the  new  method 
provided  in  the  substitute. 

Under  section  4  of  the  act,  as  now  in  effect,  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  are  treated  differently 
from  the  several  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  apportion- 
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meat  of  cash  assistance  funds.  Section  4,  as  it  would  be  rewritten 
by  the  committee  substitute,  would  result  in  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  possessions  of  the  United  States  which  are 
included  within  the  scope  of  the  act  receiving  benefits  on  the  same 
basis  as  the  several  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia;  except  that 
American  Samoa  (which  the  substitute  would  make  eligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  program  for  the  first  time)  would  receive  an  automatic 
apportionment  of  $25,000  for  each  of  the  5  fiscal  years  in  the  period 
beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1967. 

Section  4  of  the  act,  as  now  in  effect,  contains  a  definition  of  the 
term  "school.”  The  substitute  transfers  this  definition,  without 
change,  to  proposed  section  12(d)(7),  so  as  to  group  it  with  the 
definitions  of  other  terms  used  in  tbe  act. 

section  3 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  repeals  the  last  sentence  of  section  5 
of  the  act  which  incorporates  by  reference,  for  the  apportionment  of 
funds  for  nonfood  assistance  for  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam,  the  special  method  of  apportionment  in 
section  4  of  the  act,  as  now  in  effect. 

Subsection  (b)  makes  a  technical  amendment  to  exclude  amounts 
appropriated  pursuant  to  proposed  section  11  (which  would  be  added 
to  the  act  by  the  committee  substitute)  from  the  amounts  available 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  for  the  school  lunch  program. 

SECTION  4 

This  section  amends  section  10  of  the  act  which  provides  for  direct 
disbursement  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  funds  for  school 
lunch  programs  in  nonprofit  private  schools  which  are  located  in 
States  where  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law 
to  disburse  funds  to  nonprofit  private  schools  or  in  States  which 
cannot  match  Federal  funds  made  available  for  nonprofit  private 
schools.  In  the  case  of  such  States,  section  10,  as  now  in  effect, 
reserves  from  a  State’s  total  apportionment,  for  disbursement  by  the 
Secretary  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  an  amount  based 
on  relative  numbers  of  students  attending  nonprofit  private  schools 
and  public  schools.  As  amended  by  the  committee  substitute,  the 
amount  available  for  disbursement  by  the  Secretary  to  nonprofit 
private  schools  in  such  a  State  from  the  State’s  apportionment  for 
any  fiscal  year  would  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  relative 
numbers  of  school  lunches  served  under  the  act  in  the  preceding 
fiscal  year  by  nonprofit  private  schools  and  by  public  schools  in  such 
State.  Only  so-called  type  A  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods,  would  be  used  in  determining  the  numbers  of  lunches  served 
by  both  categories  of  schools. 


section  6 

This  section  redesignates  section  11  of  the  act  as  section  12  and 
rewrites  subsection  (d)  thereof  in  its  entirety.  Subsection  (d)  contains 
definitions  of  terms  used  in  the  act.  With  the  exception  of  technical 
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amendments,  all  the  significant  additions  or  changes  made  by  the 
committee  substitute  in  these  definitions  have  been  dealt  with  earlier 
in  this  section-by-section  description. 

SECTION  6 

This  section  of  the  committee  substitute  adds  a  new  section  11  to 
the  act.  The  proposed  section  1 1  would  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  such  funds  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance 
from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  in  order  to  help 
those  schools  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  act  relating  to  the 
service  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  thereof. 

SECTION  7 

Section  7  provides  that  the  amendments  made  to  the  act  by  the 
committee  substitute  will  take  effect  on  July  1,  1962. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
inclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

AN  ACT  To  provide  assistance  to  the  States  in  the  establishment,  maintenance, 

operation,  and  expansion  of  school-lunch  programs,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “National  School  Lunch  Act.” 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Sec.  2.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress,  as  a 
measure  of  national  security,  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being 
of  the  Nation’s  children  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consumption 
of  nutritious  agricultural  commodities  and  other  food,  by  assisting 
the  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  in  providing  an 
adequate  supply  of  foods  and  other  facilities  for  the  establishment, 
maintenance,  operation,  and  expansion  of  nonprofit  school-lunch 
programs. 

APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZED 

Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  yearf,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1947,]  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
other  than  section  1 1 . 
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APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum 
specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying 
[,  during  such  fiscal  year,]  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  the  [school-lunch]  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during 
each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  [aforesaid]  funds 
made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  [The 
total  of  such  apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school- 
lunch  program;  except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments  of 
funds  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation  (and  only  in 
such  case),  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Rico,  the  apportionment  for 
Guam,  and  the  apportionment  for  the  Virgin  Islands,  shall  be  not  less 
than  that  amount  which  will  result  in  an  allotment  per  child  of  school 
age  equal  to  the  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other 
than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having  the  lowest 
per  capita  income  among  the  States  participating  in  such  first  appor¬ 
tionments.  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  The  number  of  school  children  in  the  State 
and  (2)  the  need  for  assistance  in  the  State  as  indicated  by  the  relation 
of  the  per  capita  income  in  the  United  States  to  the  per  capita  income 
in  the  State.]  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  two  factors:  ( 1 )  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the 
assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  [the  initial]  appor¬ 
tionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method : 
First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and 
(2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the 
States  ( exclusive  of  American  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  June  SO, 
1967) ;  and  [,  finally,]  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the 
total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  [For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the 
number  of  school  children  in  the  State  shall  be  the  number  of  children 
therein  between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclusive;  such  figures 
and  per  capita  income  figures  shall  be  the  latest  figures  certified  by  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  “school” 
means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high-school  grade  or 
under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.] 
If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  addi¬ 
tional  funds  are  [available  under  this  Act]  made  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner. 
Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  appor¬ 
tionment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior 
to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the 
five  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1, 1962,  and  ending  June  30, 
1967 ,  the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000  each 
year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  funds  available  for 
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apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the 
other  States. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  5.  Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
the  authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  $10,000,000  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  providing,  during  such 
fiscal  year,  nonfood  assistance  for  the  school-lunch  program  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among 
the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $10,000,000, 
anti  such  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  the 
factors,  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards,  set  forth  in  section  4 
with  respect  to  the  apportionment  for  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods.  [Apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico, 
Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  nonfood  assistance  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  third  sentence  of  section  4.] 

DIRECT  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 

Sec.  6.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  less  not  to  exceed  3}£  per  centum  thereof 
hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  [and  less],  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to 
sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to 
section  11,  shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  during  such  year  for 
direct  expenditure  by  him  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods  to  be  distributed  among  the  States  and  schools  participating 
in  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act  in  accordance  with  the 
needs  as  determined  by  the  local  school  authorities.  The  provisions 
of  law  contained  in  the  proviso  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937  (50  Stat. 
323),  facilitating  operations  with  respect  to  the  purchase  and  dis¬ 
position  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities  under  section  32  of  the 
Act  approved  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  shall,  to 
the  extent  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  also  be 
applicable  to  expenditures  of  funds  by  the  Secretary  under  this  Act. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  7.  Funds  apportioned  to  any  State  pursuant  to  section  4  or  5 
during  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  payment  to  such  State 
for  disbursement  by  the  State  educational  agency,  in  accordance  with 
such  agreements  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  as 
may  be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  and  such  State  educational 
agency,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  schools  of  that  State  during  such 
fiscal  year,  in  suppling  (1)  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  children  and  (2)  nonfood  assistance  in  further¬ 
ance  of  the  school-lunch  program  authorized  under  this  Act.  Such 
payments  to  any  State  in  any  fiscal  year  during  the  period  1947  to 
1950,  inclusive,  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  thereof 
will  be  matched  during  such  year  by  $1  from  sources  within  the  State 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  have  been  expended  in  connection 
with  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act.  Such  payments  in 
any  fiscal  year  during  the  period  1951  to  1955,  inclusive,  shall  be 
made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  thereof  will  be  so  matched  by 
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one  and  one-half  dollars;  and  for  any  fiscal  year  thereafter,  such 
payments  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  will  be  so 
matched  by  $3.  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  per  capita  income 
is  less  than  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States,  the  matching 
required  for  any  fiscal  j^ear  shall  be  decreased  by  the  percentage 
which  the  State  per  capita  income  is  below  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  United  States.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the 
matching  requirements  of  this  section  and  section  10,  respectively, 
have  been  met,  the  reasonable  value  of  donated  services,  supplies, 
facilities,  and  equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  and  in  case  of  schools  receiving  funds  pursuant  to 
section  10,  by  such  schools  (but  not  the  cost  or  value  of  land,  of  the 
acquisition,  construction,  or  alteration  of  buildings  of  commodities 
donated  by  the  Secretary,  or  of  Federal  contributions),  may  be 
regarded  as  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  school-lunch  program.  The  Secretary  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts 
to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  this  section  and  the  time  or  times  such 
amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the  I 
amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  8.  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
section  4  or  5  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency,  in 
accordance  with  such  agreements  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  may 
be  entered  into  by  such  State  agency  and  the  schools  in  the  State,  to 
those  schools  in  the  State  which  the  State  educational  agency,  taking 
into  account  need  and  attendance,  determines  are  eligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  school-lunch  program.  Such  disbursement  to  any  school 
shall  be  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  it  for  the  cost  of 
obtaining  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  consumption 
by  children  in  the  school-lunch  program  and  nonfood  assistance  in 
connection  with  such  program.  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  or 
handling  thereof.  In  no  event  shall  such  disbursement  for  food  to 
any  school  for  any  fiscal  year  exceed  an  amount  determined  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the  school  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  during  such  year  by  the  maximum  Federal 
food-cost  contribution  rate  for  the  State,  for  the  type  of  lunch  served, 
as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  9.  Lunches  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional 
research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced 
cost  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.  No  physical  segregation  of 
or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school 
because  of  his  inability  to  pay.  School-lunch  programs  under  this 
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Act  shall  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  Each  school  shall,  insofar 
as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  lunch  program  commodities  designated 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either 
nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  commodities  donated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  Commodities  purchased  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  may  be 
donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs 
as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in  the  school- 
lunch  program  under  this  Act  as  well  as  to  other  schools  carrying 
out  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs  and  institutions  authorized  to 
receive  such  commodities. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  10.  If,  in  any  State,  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  per¬ 
mitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to 
nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  or  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
match  Federal  funds  made  available  for  use  by  such  nonprofit  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to 
any  such  State  under  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act  [the  same  proportion 
of  the  funds  as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  five  and 
seventeen,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the 
State  is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State 
attending  school]  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds 
as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  aiul  meeting 
the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for  the  State. 
The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  said  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  authorized  or  required  with 
respect  to  the  disbursements  to  schools  within  the  State  by  the  State 
educational  agency,  including  the  requirement  that  any  such  payment 
or  payments  shall  be  matched,  in  the  proportion  specified  in  section  7 
for  such  State,  by  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  by 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  participating  in  the  school- 
lunch  program  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall  not  be  considered  a 
part  of  the  funds  constituting  the  matching  funds  under  the  terms  of 
section  7. 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary,  under  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance 
to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  condi¬ 
tions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the  requirements 
established  in  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  [11]  12.  (a)  States,  State  educational  agencies,  and  schools 
participating  in  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act  shall  keep 
such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary 


18 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


to  determine  whether  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  being  complied 
with.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be  available  for 
inspection  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be 
preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  five  years,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  incorporate,  in  his  agreements  with  the 
State  educational  agencies,  the  express  requirements  under  this  Act 
with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  school-lunch  program  under  this 
Act  insofar  as  they  may  be  applicable  and  such  other  provisions  as 
in  his  opinion  are  reasonably  necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary 
nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to  teaching 
personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  mate¬ 
rials  of  instruction  in  any  school.  If  a  State  maintains  separate 
schools  for  minority  and  for  majority  races,  no  funds  made  available 
pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  paid  or  disbursed  to  it  unless  a  just  and 
equitable  distribution  is  made  within  the  State,  for  the  benefit  of  such 
minority  races,  of  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act. 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

[(1)  “State”  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands.] 

(1)  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia , 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Ouam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

(2)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature 
may  determine,  [(a)]  ( A )  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as 
the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of 
education,  or  similar  officer),  or  [(b)]  (B)  a  board  of  education 
controlling  the  State  department  of  education  [;  except  that  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  it  shall  mean  the  Board  of  Education, 
and  except  that  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1948,  “State 
educational  agency”  may  mean  any  agency  or  agencies  within 
the  State  designated  by  the  Governor  to  carry  out  the  functions 
herein  required  of  a  State  educational  agency]. 

(3)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school 
exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  [101(6)]  501(c)(3)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  [,  as  amended]  of  1954 ■ 

(4)  “Nonfood  assistance”  means  equipment  used  [on  school 
premises]  by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
school  children. 

(5)  “ Participation  rate”  for  a  State  means  a  number  egual  to 
the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
meeting  the  minimum  requirements  'prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary. 

(6)  “ Assistance  need  rate”  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having 
an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5; 
and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita 
income  less  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing 
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the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  hy  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  for  such  State,  except  that  such  product 
may  not  exceed  9  for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  oj  this  para¬ 
graph  ( i )  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State  and 
jor  all  the  States  shall  he  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  o  f 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  jor  all  the 
States  for  the  three  most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available 
and  certified  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  oj  Commerce;  and, 
(ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  jor  American  Samoa 
shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  jor  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  bejore  July  1,  1967. 

(7)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  oj 
high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall 
also  include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the 
Governor  oj  Puerto  Rico. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No. 5 77 

H.  R.  8962 

[Report  No.  1389] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

August  29, 1961 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Michigan  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor 

February  26, 1962 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hou^e  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  of  19 -l  6,  as  amended, 

4  is  amended  by  revising  section  A  to  read  as  follows : 

5  (a)  Nor  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorised  to 

6  be  appropriated-,  out  of  mottcy  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 

7  wise  appropriated,  sueh  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 

8  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  -(hereinafter  referred  to  as  The 

9  Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  pro-visions  of  this  Act  other 
10  than  section  l-L 
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--(b)-  Ter  each  fiseal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to 
he  appropriated  hr  addition  te  the  sums  authorized  iu 
subsection  -fa f  above-,  out  ef  money  m  the  Treasury  net 
otherwise  appropriated^  sueh  sums  as  may  he  neecssary  te 
enahie  the  Secretary  te  carry  out  the  previsions  ef  seetion 
dd  ef  this  Act-A 


SfiOr  3t 


4  ef  the  Aet  is  revised  te  read  as  follower 


-tThe  sums  appropriated  for  any  -if seat  yar  pursuant  te  the 
authorization  contained  in  seetien  3-fa)-  ef  this  Aetj  exelud- 
ing  the  sum  specified  m  seetien  fy  shah  he  avail ahle  te  the 
Scerctaiy  for  supplying  agrieuhural  eommoditics  and  ether 
foods  for  the  program  in  aeeerdanee  with  the  previsions  ef 
this  Aetr  The  Secretary  shah  apportion  among  the  States 
during  each  fiseal  year  net  less  than  per  centum  ef  the 
funds  made  available  for  sueh  year  for  supplying  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  and  ether  foods  under  the  previsions  ef 
section  -3  (a)  ef  this  Aetr  Apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  he  made  on  the  basis  ef  two  factors' :  -(d)-  the  partici¬ 
pation  rate  for  the  State,-  and  -(h)-  the  assistance  need  rate  for 
the  Stater  The  amount  ef  apportionment  te  any  State  shah 
he  determined  bv  the  following  method-:  First,  determine  an 
index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  -(d)-  and  -(4t)y 
second,'  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  ef  the  indiees  for  ah 
the  States-j  and  thirdr  apply  the  figure  thus 
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1  total  funds  to  fee  apportioned-:  id  any  State  cannot  utilize  all 

2  funds  so  apportioned  to  ity  or  if  additional  funds  are  made 

3  available  under  seedon  fe-faf  apportionment  among  tfee 

4  States  tfee  Secretary  shall  maim  further  apportionments  to 

6  dee  foregoing  provisions  of  tfeis  seetioig  for  tfee  fiseal  year 

7  ending  dime  feffe  44fefefe  one-fealf  of  tfee  funds  available  for 

8  apportionment  among  tfee  States  shad  fee  apportioned  on 

9  die  basis  of  tfee  faeters  used  prior  to  sued  feseal  year^  and 

10  eeie  half  of  snefe  fundsT  and  any  funds  available  for  further 

11  apportionments-;  sfeali  fee  apportioned  in  aeeordanee  with  tfee 

12 


13  SsOr  ffe  Seetion  fe  of  tfee  -Act  is  amended  fey  striking  out 

14  die  last  sentence  tfeereofe 

15  Sse,  A  Seetion  40  of  tfee  Act  is  amended  fey  striking 

16  out  “number  of  children  between  tfee  ages  of  five  and  seven- 

17  frCCfty  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  sefeools  within  tfee 

18  State  is  of  tfee  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within 

19  die  State  attending  school1-  and  inserting  in  fieu  thereof  tfee 

20  following-!  “participation  rate  for  all  nonprofit  private  schools 

21  within  tfee  State  is  of  tfee  participation  rate  for  tfee  State”. 

22  Sec-.-  fir  Section  4-4  of  tfee  Act  is  redesignated  as  section 

23  pn  and  subsection  -fdf  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows-! 

24  “Per  die  purposes  of  this  Act  - 
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“  (4-)  ‘State’  means  aw  el  Ike  fifty  States,  ike  Dis¬ 
trict  el  Columbia^  Ike  Commonwealth  el  Puerto  Rico; 
Ike  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam. 

"-(4)  -State  edueational  agency^  means,  as  Ike  Stale 
legislature  may  determincy  -{a)-  the  chief  Stale  school 
officer  -(suck  as  Ike  State  superintendent  el  public 
instruction-,-  eemndssioner  el  edeeationy  er  shndar  offi¬ 
cer)^  er  -fkf  a  beard  el  education  eonlrolkng  the  Slate 
department  el  education.- 

“  (-3)  4^ onprokt  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  Irem  income  lax  under  scetien  -401  (kf 
el  Ike  Internal  Revenue  Code,  aa  amended. 

-(-4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used 
by  schools  in  storing,-  preparing?  er  serving  leed  ler 
school  clriidrem 

“  (5)  ‘Participation  rate’-  means  Ike  number  el 
lunches?  meeting  Ike  minimum  requirements  el  Ike  type 
el  laneh  ler  which  Ike  maximum  rale  el  reimbursement 
is  authorized  by  Ike  Secretary,-  served  by  participating 
schools  in  each  Stale  in  Ike  prcecding  fiscal  year?  as 
determined  by  Ike  Secretary. 

‘Assistance  need  rate-  means  that  rate  deter 
named  by  assigning  a  value  el  five  to  each  el  Ike  States 
and  by  increasing  Ike  value  el  kve  for  each  State  hav¬ 
ing  an  annual  per  capita  income  less  than  Ike  average 
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annual  per  capita  income  of  aH  the  States  fey  the  ratio 
that  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  of  all  the 
States  bears  to  the  per  eapita  income  of  said  State,  np  to 
a  maximum  valnc  of  nin-er  Phe  per  capita  meome  fig¬ 
ures  shall  fee  tfee  average  of  tfeose  certified  by  tfee  de¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  for  tfee  latest  tferee  years  for 
which  sneh  figures  are  available. 

-~{V)  ^Sefeoofe  means  any  pnfelie  or  nonprofit  pri¬ 
vate  school  of  high  sefeool  grade  or  under  anrfe  with  re¬ 
spect  to  -Puerto  -EieO'j  shah  also  include  nonprofit  child- 
eare  centers  certified  as  sueh  fev  the  Governor  of  Puerto 


Priced1 

SeOt  6t  Phe  following 
1-0  of  tfee  Acts 


is  inserted  after  seetion 


U 


SPEOfAt  ASSISTANCE 


PP  Phe  sums 
3  (fe)  of  this  Aet  shall  fee  used  fey  the 


to  section 
7  under  sueh 

terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  fee  in  the  pnfelie  interest? 
to  provide  special  assistance  to  needy  sefeeels  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  helping  them  to  meet  the  requirements  established 
in  this  Act  eoneerning  the  serviee  of  lunches  to  children  un¬ 
able  to  pay  tfee  full  eest  of  the  lunehd- 

pKftr  A  Phese  amendments  shall  feeeome 
July  P?  POOP 
H.P.  8962 - 2 
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That  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

1  ‘APPROPRIA  TIONS  A  UTIIORIZED 
“Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other¬ 
wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
‘Secretary  )  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other 
than  section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“apportionments  to  states 
“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained,  in  section  3  of  this 
Act,  excluding  the  sum,  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion 
among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year 
for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two 
factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2) 
the  assistance  need,  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  ap- 
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portionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following 
method:  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multi¬ 
plying  factors  (1)  and  (2);  second,  divide  this  index  by 
the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States  ( exclusive  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  June  30,  1967) ;  and 
third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be 
apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  ap¬ 
portioned,  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available 
under  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States 
in  the  same  manner.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions 
of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 1962, 
one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportionment  among 
the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior 
to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds  shall 
be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the 
period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and,  ending  June  30,  1967, 
the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000 
each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted,  from  the 
funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the 
amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
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amended  by  striking  out  “and  less  the  amount  apportioned 
to  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5 ,  and  10”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “,  less  the  amount  apportioned  by 
him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11” . 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds 
as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17, 
inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State 
is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the 
State  attending  school ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for 
the  State” . 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  redesignated  as  section  12  and  subsection  (d)  thereof  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(i)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  Dis- 
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trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

11  (2)  ‘State  educational  agency  means,  as  the  State 
legislature  may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school 
officer  ( such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruc¬ 
tion,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer),  or 
(B)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘ Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501  (c)(3) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“(4)  ‘ Nonfood  assistance  means  equipment  used  by 
schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for  school- 
children. 

“(5)  ‘ Participation  rate ’  for  a  State  means  a  num¬ 
ber  equal  to  the  numbei <•  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  com¬ 
bination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined  by 
the  Seci'etary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal 
to  or  greater  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
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for  all  the  States,  shall  he  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  less 
than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained 
by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all 
the  States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
such  State,  except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  9 
for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph 
(i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State 
and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary 
on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three  most  recent 
years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certified  to 
the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and  (ii) 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  American 
Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for  periods 
ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 
school  of  high  school  grade  or  under  and ,  with  respect 
to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care 
centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto 
Rico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further 
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amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  section  10  thereof 
the  following  new  section  : 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools  draw¬ 
ing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the 
requirements  established  in  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of 
lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such 
lunches 

Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  July  1,  1962. 
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iticized  prdoosed  grain  program.  Sen,  Hruska 
criticized  proposed  farm  program/  Rep,  Schadeberg^  criticized  proposed  dairy  program* 


SENATE 

..  FAR:'*  PROGRA™.  Son.  Malians,  Del.,  clainod  the  Secretary’s  farm  program  "will 
result  in  a  riultiniilion-dollar  windfall  for  tho  grain\ind  feed  dealers.”  pp. 
3049-90 

Sen.  Proxni/e  inserted  and  summarized  a  statement  byNthe  Pure  "131:  Products 
Cooperative  favoring  tho  Secretary's  farm  program  with  several  amendments .  op. 

3055-6  /  \  .  J  .  .  . 

Sen.  'l/uska  criticized  the  farm  bill,  claiming  that  it  contains  undesirable 

provision/for  fines  and  imprisonment.  pp.  3075-6 

2.  OUTDOOR  XECR CATION.  Sen.  Moss  commended  the  report  of  the  Outdoor  Recreation 

Resot/ces  Review  Commission  and  the  recreation  part  of  the  Fresidentys  eonser 
vat/n  message,  pp.  3042-3,  3045-6 

3.  WAZ'ER  RESOURCES.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 
Approved  for  full  committee  consideration  the  following  watershed  pro jec 
Escondido  Creek,  Calif.;  Upper  Quaboag  River,  Mass.;  Gering  Valley,  Nebr.;  uv 
Neck,  N.  C.;  Wagon  Creek,  Okla.;  Pine  Creek,  Tenn.;  ard  Leon  River,  Tex.  >  -  L- 

Sen.  Kuohel  inserted  an  article,  "Pros  and  Cons  of  California's  1  a  ^ 
Dispute , ”  and  his  statement  favoring  the  San  Luis  reservoir  tu'o.,eot-.pp.  ^ m 
Don.  Metcalf  insorWl  and  commended  an  article  claiming  that  highway 


-2- 


construction  is  ruining  many  fine  streams,  pp.  3039-^+1 

Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7855,  consenting  to  an  amendment  to  a 
impact  between  Louisiana  and  Texas  regarding  Sabine  River  waters.  This  bi] 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  3047-8 


>s  and 


4.  CHEESE\STANDARDS.  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  a  resolution  from  the  Wisconsin 
Limburger  Cheese  Producers’  Association  favoring  the  establishment  of 
standard's,  for  Muenster  cheese  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration,  p/.  3043-4 


5.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES.  Sen.  Yarborough  commended  the  lan$— grant  colleges  and 
inserted  an  Article  stating  that  they  are  a  "powerful  thrust  of  democracy.” 
pp.  3071-2 


6.  SOVIET  FARM  PROBLEMS.  Sen.  Miller  inserted  and  commended  an  Article  describing 
Soviet  farm  problems,  pp.  3072-4  / 


7.  LATIN  AMERICA.  Sen.  McGee  spoke  in  favor  of  land  reform/an  Latin  America,  p. 
3076 


8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  McGee  inserted  a  statement  by  F.  In,  Rostow,  of  the  State 
Department,  comparing  the  Communist  and  American  foreign  aid  programs,  pp. 
3077-8 


9.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  McGee  inser&W  an  analysis,  by  Semour  Harris,  of  the 
administration’s  economics  and  trade  policy/  p.  3079 


10.  F CREST  ROADS.  Sen.  Anderson’s  name  -vtes  added  to  the  cosponsors  of  S.  2936,  to 
provide  fcr  a  system  of  forest  roads \/d  trails,  p.  3036 


11.  ADJOURNED  until  Thurs.,  Mar.  8.  p.  7, 084 


SENATE 


12.  FEED  GRAINS.  On  objection  of  Rep.  Ford,  passea\over  H.  R.  89lU,  to  permit  pro¬ 
ducers  on  farms  on  which  summer  fallow  is  a  normal  practice  to  plant  barley  on 
land  devoted  to  summer  fallow  :*vricg  1961  which  i&  diverted  from  wheat  under 
the  1962  Wheat  Stabilization  Program  provided  an  overall  reduction  of  20$  is 
made  in  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley,  p.  3090 


J 


13.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Ford,  passed  over  H.  R.  8962,  to  revise 
the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  3093  


llu  METRIC  SYSTEM./At  the  request  of  Rep.  Gross,  passed  over  H.  Ry  20h9,  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  shall  conduct  a  program  of  investi¬ 
gation,  re/earch,  and  survey  to  determine  the  practicability  ofNjie  adoption 
by  the  U/S.  of  the  metric  system  of  weights  and  measures*  p.  30c 


15.  BOTANI/ GARDEN .  On  objection  of  Rep.  Ford,  passed  over  H.  R.  5628,  uh  provide 
study  and  investigation  of  the  desirability  and  feasibility  of  detablish- 
ing^and  maintaining  the  National  Tropical  Botanic  Garden,  pp.  3089-90 


tSONNELj  CLAIMS.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Gross,  passed  over  H.R.  10357, 
provide  for  the  settlement  of  claims  against  the  U.  S.  by  members  of  the  unj 
formed  services  and  civilian  employees  for  damage  to,  or  loss  of,  personal 
property  incident  to  their  service,  p.  309h 
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to  cope  with  this  sort  of  a  problem,  it 
kcan  be  dealt  with  openly  and  everybody 
rowing  exactly  what  we  are  doing,  pur¬ 
suant  to  congressional  authorization 
an\ appropriation  of  funds. 

GROSS.  Well,  then,  in  the 
gentleman’s  opinion,  with  the  enact¬ 
ment  or\this  bill,  we  would  have  a  man 
ift  the  State  Department,  at  the  head 
of  the  security  division,  provided  the 
President  dm.  not  appoint  another  Bon- 
tempo;  we  would  have  a  man  there  on 
whom  we  could^rely,  or  have  we  made 
any  change? 

Mr.  WALTER.  'Yes,  I  think  we  have 
made  a  very  great  change.  One  of  the 
gentleman’s  questions'^  based  on  a  false 
premise,  that  the  President  made  the 
unfortunate  appointmenVof  this  person 
who,  in  the  judgment  of\prost  people, 
was  not  qualified. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well  now,  jus\a  minute. 
Who  made  the  appointment  if  lire  Pres¬ 
ident  did  not? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  consideration  of  the  bill  on  the  Con¬ 
sent  Calendar. 


APPOINT  SECRETARIES  FOR  GUAM 
AND  VIRGIN  ISLANDS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  10063) 
to  amend  section  8  of  the  Organic  Act  of 
Guam  and  section  15  of  the  Revised 
Organic  Act  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  to 
provide  for  appointment  of  acting  secre¬ 
taries  for  such  territories  under  certain 
conditions. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
8  of  the  Organic  Act  of  Guam  (64  Stat.  384, 
387;  48  U3.C.  1422b)  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  at  the  end  thereof ;  “The  Gov¬ 
ernor.  or  Acting  Governor  may  from  time  to 
time  designate  an  officer  or  employee  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  government  of  Guam 
to  act  as  secretary  of  Guam  in  case  of  a  vac¬ 
ancy  in  the  office  of  secretary  of  Guam  or  the 
disability  or  temporary  absence  of  the  secre¬ 
tary  of  Guam  or  while  the  secretary  is  acting 
as  Governor,  and  the  person  so  designated,, 
shall  have  all  the  powers  of  the  secretary 
long  as  such  condition  continues,  except  f6r 
the  power  set  forth  in  the  first  sentence  of 
section  7  of  this  Act.  No  additional /com¬ 
pensation  shall  be  paid  to  any  person/acting 
as  Governor  or  as  secretary  under  this  Act.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  15  of  the  ReviseO  Organic 
Act  of  the  Virgin  Islands  (68  St/t.  497,  504; 
48  U.S.C.  1596)  is  amended  hy  adding  the 
following  at  the  end  thereof;  ./The  Governor 
or  Acting  Governor  may  frdm  time  to  time 
designate  an  officer  or  employee  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  department  of  the/government  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  to  act  as -government  secretary 
for  the  Virgin  Islands^n  case  of  a  vacancy  in 
the  office  of  the  government  secretary  or  the 
disability  or  temporary  absence  of  the  gov¬ 
ernment  secretary  or  while  said  government 
secretary  is  acting  as  Governor,  and  the  per¬ 
son  so  designated  shall  have  all  the  powers 
of  government  secretary  so  long  as  such 
condition  continues,  except  for  the  power  set 
forth  in  section  14  of  this  Act.  No  additional 
compensation  shall  be  paid  to  any  person 
acting/as  Governor  or  as  secretary  under  this 
Act/) 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
ind  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
'third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


PUBLICATION  OF  LISTS  OF 
DEFENSE  FACILITIES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  9753) 
to  amend  sections  3(7)  and  5(b)  of  the 
Internal  Security  Act  of  1950,  relating 
to  employment  of  members  of  Commu¬ 
nist  organizations  in  certain  defense  fa¬ 
cilities. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representativees  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Internal  Security  Act  of  1950  is  amended — 

(1)  by  ameending  the  second  sentence  of 
section  3(7)  (50  U.S.C.  782(7))  to  read  as 
follows:  “The  term  ‘defense  facility’  means 
any  facility  designated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  pursuant  to  section  5(b)  of  this 
title  and  which  is  in  compliance  with  the 
provisions  of  such  subsection  respecting  the 
posting  of  notice  of  such  designation.”;  and 

(2)  by  amending  section  5(b)  (50  U.S.C. 
784(b))  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  designate  facilities,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  paragraph  (7)  of  section  3  of  this 
title,  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  whicl 
he  finds  and  determines  that  the  securit 
of  the  United  States  requires  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  provisions  of  subsection  (ar)  of 
this  section.  The  Secretary  shall  promptly 
notify  the  management  of  any  facility  so 
designated,  whereupon  such  management 
shalL  immediately  post  conspicuously,  and 
thereafter  while  so  designated  Jteep  posted, 
notice  of  such  designation  in  such  form  and 
in  such 'place  or  places  as/to  give  notice 
thereof  to\all  employees  of,  and  to  all  ap¬ 
plicants  forv employment in,  such  facility. 
Such  posting^  shall  be/  sufficient  to  give 
notice  of  suenk  designation  to  any  person 
subject  thereto^®!-  affected  thereby.  Upon 
the  request  of  tlra/secretary,  the  manage¬ 
ment  of  any  facility  so  designated  shall  re¬ 
quire  each  empJ/5yee\jf  the  facility,  or  any 
part  thereof,  i6  sign's  statement  that  he 
knows  that  tne  facility,  has,  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act,  been  (designated  by  the 
Secretary  under  this  subsecraon.” 

Witl/the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert: 

'“That  (a)  the  second  sentence  df  para¬ 
graph  (7)  of  section  3  of  the  Internal  Secur¬ 
ity  Act  of  1950  (50  U.S.C.  782(7) )  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows:  “The  term  ‘defense  facil¬ 
ity’  means  any  facility  designated  by  tE 
Secretary  of  Defense  pursuant  to  section\ 
5(b)  of  this  title  and  which  is  in  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  such  subsection  re¬ 
specting  the  posting  of  notice  of  such  desig¬ 
nation.” 

“(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  section  5  of  such 
Act  (50  U.S.C.  784(b) )  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  ‘(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  designate  facilities,  as 
defined  in  paragraph  (7)  of  section  3  of  this 
title,  with  respect  to  the  operation  of  which 
he  finds  and  determines  that  the  security 
of  the  United  States  requires  the  application 
of  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  The  Secretary  shall  promptly  notify 
the  management  of  any  facility  so  desig¬ 
nated,  whereupon  such  management  shall 
immediately  post  conspicuously  notice  of 
such  designation  in  such  form  and  in  such 
place  or  places  as  to  give  notice  thereof  to 
all  employees  of,  and  to  all  applicants  for 
employment  in,  such  facility.  Such  posting 
shall  be  sufficient  to  give  notice  of  such 
designation  to  any  person  subject  thereto 
or  affected  thereby.  Upon  the  request  of  the 
Secretary,  the  management  of  any  faciity  so 
designated  shall  require  each  employee  of 
the  facility,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  sign  a 


statement  that  he  knows  that  the  facility 
has,  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  been  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Secretary  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion.’  ” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to.  / 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  1)4  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  yas  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  fu4d  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  oryche  table. 

AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8962) 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  it  is  my  intention  to 
ask  that  this  bill  be  passed  over  for  two" 
reasons:  One,  the  views  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  that  are  interested  and  concerned 
are  not  indicated  in  the  committee  re¬ 
port;  and  specifically,  the  departmental 
reports  are  not  included  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  report  itself. 

The  second  basic  reason  for  objecting 
is  that  this  is  very  comprehensive  legis¬ 
lation.  If  anyone  would  take  the  time  to 
read  a  small  portion  of  the  committee 
report,  it  would  be  very  obvious  that 
such  a  proposal  should  not  be  on  the 
Consent  Calendar. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection  and  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  bill  be  passed  over  with¬ 
out  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RELATING  TO  MENOMINEE  COUNTY, 
WIS. 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  10184) 
to  amend  section  130(a)  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  so  as  to  reconstitute 
the  Eastern  Judicial  District  of  Wis¬ 
consin  to  include  Menominee  County, 
Wis. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
((he  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

\Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
th\  right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  ask 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  whether  this  proposed  change 
is  agree^  to  by  the  Members  of  the  House 
and  the  NVlembers  of  the  Senate  from 
WisconsinX  I  am  not  so  concerned 
about  the  Department  of  Justice;  they 
will  take  carXof  themselves.  I  am  more 
concerned  about  what  the  Members  of 
the  House  and\he  Senate  feel  about 
this. 

Mi-.  FORRESTEk.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield,  I  cannot  an¬ 
swer  that  question.  ofpourse,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows  it  is  a  vXy,  very  simple 
bill.  All  it  does  is  put  dome  territory 
under  the  laws  of  the  Uhjted  States 
where  there  are  no  courts  at  toe  present 
time  because  it  is  part  of  ah  Indian 
reservation. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  understand  fullyNjvhat 
is  being  sought,  but  I  would  like  to  hgve 
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Some  assurance  that  the  Members  of  the 
House  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  and 
the' Members  of  the  Senate  who  are  in¬ 
terested  are  in  agreement. 

Mr.  '^FORRESTER.  Well,  of  course, 
the  presumption  would  be  that  they  are, 
but  I  canhpt  answer  that ;  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER/  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan?  \ 

There  was  no  objection. 

SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS  BY  MEM¬ 
BERS  OF  THE  UNIFORMED  SERV¬ 
ICES  AND  CIVILIAN  EMPLOYEES 
OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  FOR 
DAMAGE  TO,  OR  LOSS  OF\PER- 
SONAL  PROPERTY  INCIDENIV  TO 
THEIR  SERVICE 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  103571 
to  provide  for  the  settlement  of  claims' 
against  the  United  States  by  members  of 
the  uniformed  services  and  civilian 
officers  and  employees  of  the  United 
States  for  damage  to,  or  loss  of,  personal 
property  incident  to  their  service,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  if  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  it,  this  bill  would  make  standard 
throughout  the  Government  payment  of 
a  maximum  of  $6,500  to  those  who  sus¬ 
tain  a  loss  of  property — civilian  em¬ 
ployees  of  the  Government — is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  yield,  yes,  sir;  that  is  the  pres¬ 
ent  law.  The  maximum  is  $6,500.  The 
committe  had  before  it  one  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  the  military — offered  by 
the  Coastr  Guard,  the  Army,  the  Air 
Force,  and  the  Marines — to  increase  the 
amount  from  $6,500  to  $10,000.  Your 
committee  felt  that  that  was  a  matter  on 
which  we  should  have  hearings,  and  we 
have  taken  no  action  as  far  as  that  rec¬ 
ommendation  is  concerned.  But  other 
recommendations  offered  by  the  military, 
were  more  or  less  corrective  legislation 
our  present  claims  law.  This  only  see 
to  extend  the  claims  law  to  the  other 
agencies  of  Government — a  privilege  now 
given  to  the  military  departmen/and  to 
the  Coast  Guard. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  ask  tlie  gentle¬ 
man  this  question:  This  Would  cover 
losses  by  transportation?  /Say,  for  in¬ 
stance,  a  trucking  firm  /Was  hauling  a 
Government  employee’/  property  from 
Washington  to  St.  /Louis,  Mo.  This 
would  cover  a  loss  uj/to  $6,500  sustained 
by  the  employee;  ip' that  correct? 

Mr.  LANE.  That  is  very  true. 

Mr.  GROSS/  Well,  then,  this  bill 
should  provid/ it  seems  to  me,  a  perfect 
opportunity yto  insert  a  provision  that 
the  transportation  companies  have  some 
responsibility  in  the  matter  of  the  loss 
of  property. 

Mr/LANE.  As  I  understand  it,  under 
the  /resent  regulations  of  the  various 
ag/icies  of  Government  they  are  sup¬ 


posed  to  be  properly  covered  by  insur¬ 
ance. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  “supposed  to  be”  is  not  quite 
good  enough.  Is  there  really  a  good 
answer?  You  had  on  the  last  Private 
Calendar — your  committee — claims  for 
property  that  was  lost  or  destroyed  in 
transit — Government  employees’  prop¬ 
erty  that  was  lost  or  destroyed — and  the 
warehouse  firm  or  the  transportation 
firm  had  no  responsibility  whatever. 
The  gentleman  can  go  back  to  the  bills 
on  that  calendar.  There  ought  to  be 
some  language  written  into  this  bill  to 
provide  that  those  who  transport  or 
warehouse  personal  property — the  per¬ 
sonal  effects  of  these  people — have  some 
responsibility  in  the  matter.  Does  not 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  agree 
with  me? 

Mr.  LANE.  I  surely  do,  and  as  I 
repeat  again,  under  the  present  regu¬ 
lations  of  all  these  agencies — this  came 
to  us,  as  an  executive  communication, 
an  endorsement  by  every  one  of  those 
\agencies  of  government,  and  also  the 
lilitary.  It  was  brought  out  at  the 
hearings  that  they  do  now  under  regu¬ 
lations  provide  for  what  the  gentle 
man  is  seeking  to  correct,  and  they/do 
follow  \that  procedure.  It  is  only  in 
these  rare  cases  that  have  been  brought 
to  our  Committee  on  Claims  that/We  have 
these  particular  bills  that  the  gentleman 
spoke  about  at  the  last  call  pi  the  Pri¬ 
vate  Calendar\n  the  Hous/  I  said  at 
that  time  and  repeat  again,  your  com¬ 
mittee  is  aware  oKsome/f  these  abuses 
and  we  at  all  times  /re  looking  into 
them  and  trying  to/ke  care  of  them 
as  best  we  can,  anaVepeat  over  and 
over  again  that  the  departments  should 
move  ahead  and / make  sure  that  these 
warehouse  and  transportation  com¬ 
panies  have  proper  security  th  take  care 
of  these  clajms  against  the  United  States 
Government,  if  called  upon  for  payment. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  this  bill  of  an'emer- 
gency  nature?  Could  passage  be/de- 
layed/n  the  House  for  2  weeks  witnbjit 
seripus  injury  to  someone? 

[r.  LANE.  I  do  not  think  there  isS 
iy  emergency  connected  with  it,  I 
night  say  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  this:  If  it  is  not  of  an  emergency 
nature,  why  does  not  the  gentleman’s 
committee  or  the  gentleman  provide  an 
amendment  to  this  bill — a  simple  amend¬ 
ment — that  would  say  to  these  people 
that  they  have  a  responsibility?  Ap¬ 
parently  it  is  not  in  the  law  today.  I 
will  say  to  the  gentleman  that  before 
I  vote  to  make  this  $6,500  standard 
throughout  the  Government,  I  want  to 
see  some  language  inserted  that  will 
make  transportation  and  warehouse 
companies  responsible  for  losses  of  prop¬ 
erty  in  their  sole  custody. 

Mr.  LANE.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  know  that  the  gentleman 
is  aware  that  this  is  a  similar  bill  that 
we  passed  in  the  House  last  year,  but 
which  failed  of  passage  in  the  other  body. 
But  with  reference  to  this  bill  your  com¬ 
mittee  conducted  hearings,  and  studied 
the  wording  most  carefully.  We  had  the 
appearances  of  all  the  military  so  we 
could  iron  out  any  flaws  in  the  present 


law.  There  is  no  particular  emergency 
with  reference  to  the  bill;  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  feels  we  ought  to  delay  it  for  a  whi, 
that  will  be  all  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  only  want  to  /lay 
it  for  the  period  of  time  necessary  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  proper  amendment  to  the  bill. 
I  would  hope  that  the  gentleman  would 
accept  an  amendment  to  provide  for  re¬ 
sponsibility  upon  the  part  ol  those  who 
are  in  custody  of  the  property  being 
transported. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  up&nimous  consent 
that  this  bill  be  p/sed  over  without 
prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER/ Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  tl/ gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  n/objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  concludes  the 
call  of  the/eligible  bills  on  today’s  cal¬ 
endar. 


WISCONSIN  LOOKS  AT  THE  DAIRY 
HtICE  SUPPORT  PROGRAM 

Ir.  SCHADEBERG  asked  and  was 
fven  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
/at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  SCHADEBERG.  Mr.  Speaker,  2 
weeks  ago  I  had  the  privilege  of  speaking 
to  many  farmers  in  my  own  First  Dis¬ 
trict,  as  well  as  to  farmers  in  the  Second 
and  Sixth  Districts  of  Wisconsin  and 
from  northern  Illinois.  I  must  report 
that  the  dairy  farmers  are  not  only  con¬ 
cerned  but  downright  upset  over  the  pro¬ 
posed  farm  program.  Never  have  I 
found  so  many  so  disturbed  over  what 
we  are  doing  here  in  Washington.  I 
want  to  speak  out  in  behalf  of  the  Wis¬ 
consin  dairy  farmers. 

The  administration’s  proposed  dairy 
price  support  program — H.R.  10010 — 
would,  if  adopted,  require  Congress  to 
delegate  to  the  executive  branch  a  de¬ 
gree  of  control  and  authoritarian  pow¬ 
er  that  would  be  unprecedented  for  the 
dairy  industry. 

During  the  last  year  and  a  half  the 
powers  granted  to  the  executive  branch 
were  unchanged  from  those  available 
under  the  dairy  price  support  program 
for  more  than  a  decade  prior  to  that 
le.  And  what  has  happened? 

September  1960,  a  Congress  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Democratic  Party  in¬ 
creased  the  level  of  dairy  price  supports. 
In  MarSh  1961,  the  administration  made 
another  increase.  And  in  July  1961,  the 
administration  effected  a  third  increase, 
by  means  orsyaising  the  purchase  prices 
of  finished  dairy  products  acquired  un¬ 
der  the  program,  on  the  completely  il¬ 
logical  premise/that  actual  market 
prices  of  manufacturing  milk  must  be 
equal  to  or  higheX  than  the  support 
price  every  month  in\order  for  the  an¬ 
nual  average  market  price  to  be  equal 
to  or  higher  than  the  annual  support 
price.  Any  child  who  ha\  been  taught 
arithmetic  in  the  elemental  schools  of 
Wisconsin  could  readily  refute  such  an 
argument. 

Aided  by  threats  of  production  con¬ 
trols,  these  three  untimely,  unwisX  and 
unjustifiable  increases  in  price  support 
levels  have  spurred  production, 
couraged  consumption,  and  led  to  inde^ 
fensible  increases  in  Government  pur-' 
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HIGHLIGHTS :  House  subcommittee  voted  to  report  bill  for  permanent  Federal  adminis* 

Ration  of  ACP  program.  Seny'Carlson  criticized  proposed  reduction  m  domestic 
sugarbeet  production.  Hous/C  committee  reported  (on  Mar.  \6)  tax  revision  bill. 

SENATE 

1.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Carlson  criticized  "cutting  domestic  sugarbeet\roduction  by  at 

least  10  to  12  nfercent,  as  proposed  in  the  administration' s  program,"  and  urged 
early  enactment  of  "a  realistic  long-range  Sugar  Act."  pp.  4 - 7 

2.  CONSUMERS,  /en.  Miller  inserted  two  editorials  critical  of  the  President's  re¬ 

cent  message  on  consumers,  pp.  4127-8 

3.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  McCarthy  inserted  a  series  of  resolutions  and  observations 

of  the  Land  O'Lakes  Creameries,  Inc.,  relating  to  various  aspects  of  ag^icul- 
tuj and  the  farm  program,  pp.  4121-2 

4.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Bennett  urged  a  speedup  in  the  planning  and  construction 
the  central  Utah  and  Dixie  reclamation  projects  in  Utah.  pp.  4117-20 


.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  and  urged  early  consideration  of  the 
President's  foreign  trade  proposals  and  inserted  an  article  stating  that  Minn 


2 


fanners  supplied  the  U.  S.  export  market  with  products  worth  $163,700,000  in 
I960  and  1961.  pp.  4129-31 


6.  TOBACCO.  Sen.  Neuberger  spoke  in  favor  of  her  resolution  providing  for  tjrfe 

President  to  create  "a  Commission  on  Tobacco  and  Health,  and  also  to  initiate 
a  massive  public  information  program  on  the  hazards  of  cigarette  smoking  with 
particular  emphasis  on  the  relationship  between  smoking  and  lung  cajxcer." 
pp.  4141-2 


HOUSE 


7.  LIVESTOCK.  TheXSubcommittee  on  Livestock  and  Feed  Grains  of Ahe  Agriculture 
Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments  S.  860,  to 
provide  greater  protection  against  the  introduction  and  jKs semination  of  dis¬ 
eases  of  livestock  and  poultry,  p.  D187 


8.  LOANS.  The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

H.  R.  7336,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  make  loans  to  certaii 
producers  of  oysters  (H.  NRept.  1449).  p.  4107  / 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Conservation  and  Credit  * 
of  the  Agriculture  Committed,  "ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  full  committee 
H.  k.  946  (amended),  to  extend,  to  oyster  plajicers  the  benefits  of  the  provisioi 
of  the  present  law  which  proJ'io^  for  production  disaster  loans  for  farmers  and 
stockmen."  p.  D137 


9.  FORESTRY.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  RuXho-fford,  passed  over  without  prejudice 
H.  R.  9822,  to  provide  that  lands  within  a  national  forest  acquired  under 
section  3  of  the  act  of  June  23,  1934/\as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  315g) ,  may  be 
added  to  the  national  forest.  p./4073 


10.  TAXATION.  On  March  16,  during /Adjournment ,  Ithe  Ways  and  Means  Committee  re¬ 
ported  without  amendment  H.  K.  10650,  to  amekd  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  to  provide  a  credit  for  investment  in  certain  depreciable  property,  to 
eliminate  certain  defects/and  inequities  (H.  Rapt.  1447).  p.  4107 


11.  WILDLIFE.  The  Merchant/Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  with  amendment^ 
H.  J.  Res.  489,  to  p/ovide  protection  for  the  golde\eagle  (H.  Rept.  1459). 
p.  4107 


12.  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Gross,  pass'ted  over  without 

prejudice  H.  R/  2049,  to  provide  that  the  National  Bureau\>f  Standards  shall 
conduct  a  program  of  investigation,  research,  and  survey  to\determine  the 
practicability  of  the  adoption  by  the  U.  S.  of  the  metric  system  of  weights 
and  measures,  p.  4043 


13.  FEED  GRAINS.  On  objection  of  Reps.  Ford,  Pelly,  and  Curtis,  Mo.,  Wssed  over 
H.  Rj/8914,  to  permit  producers  on  farms  on  which  summer  fallow  is >a  normal 
pragrice  to  plant  barley  on  land  devoted  to  summer  fallow  during  1961  which  is 
diverted  from  wheat  under  the  1962  Wheat  Stabilization  Program  provided  an 
/erall  reduction  of  20%  is  made  in  corn,  grain  sorghums,  and  barley, 
p.  4043 


r 


14.  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Ford,  passed  over  without  preju¬ 

dice  H.  R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  4044 
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The  House  met  at  12  o’clocksnoon. 

The  Reverend  Roy  Pfautch,  assistant 
to  the  president  of  Princeton  Theologi¬ 
cal  Seminary,  Princeton,  N.J.,  offered 
the  following  prayer: 

In  the  name  of  the  Father,  the  So* 
and  the  Holy  Spirit,  one  God  blessed  : 
ever.  Amen. 

Almighty  God,  Thou  hast  made  us  for 
Thyself  and  our  rest,  purpose,  and  end 
are  in  Thee.  Forgive  us  for  the  pride  in 
our  own  works  which  confuses  Thy  pur¬ 
pose  for  us.  In  Thy  love,  bless  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  this  Chamber.  Let  them  know 
themselves  in  Thee:  their  talents,  skills, 
and  wisdom.  So  knowing,  give  them  vi¬ 
sion  and  strength  to  order  their  lives  in 
Thy  light,  to  the  end  that  this  Nation, 
conceived  in  Thy  love,  might  prosper  to 
its  own  welfare  and  to  the  cause  of  peace 
on  earth  and  good  will  among  all  men. 
Give  Thy  grace  to  these  whom  Thou  hast 
endowed  for  leadership  that  they  might 
humbly  guide  our  country  with  a  heart, 
a  mind,  a  being  that  cries  “Thy  will  be 
done.”  In  so  doing,  grant  that  our  peo¬ 
ple  and  these  Representatives  might 
mark  their  days  with  progress  and  en¬ 
deavor  in  their  common  pilgrimage  to 
and  for  Thee  through  Jesus  the  Christ, 
who  has  given  us  light  that  we  might  se 
and  live.  Amen. 


MESSAGE  FROM  TI 


SENATE 


members  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  of 
the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  authorized  by  Public  Law 
380,  86th  Congress. 

HOUSE  BILL  ENROLLED 

Mr.  BURLESON,  from  the  Comrhittee 
House  Administration,  amfounced 
that  committee  had,  on  March  15, 
examined  and  found  tiany  enrolled 
a  bill\f  the  House  of  the  following  title : 

H.R.  8*J23.  An  act  to  amend  the  Welfare 
and  Pension  Plans  Disclosure  Act  with  re¬ 
spect  to  tnh  method  of  enforcement  and  to 
provide  certain  additional  sanctions,  and  for 
other  purposes 


tha 

1962 


ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER.  /The  Chair  desires  to 
announce  that  pursuant  to  the  authority 
granted  him  on  Thursday,  March  15, 
1962,  he yfiid  on  March  P6,  1962,  sign  the 
following  enrolled  bill  of  the  House: 

H.R/8723.  An  act-  to  amen®,  the  Welfare 
and  pension  Plans  Disclosure  Act  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  method  of  enforcement  and  to 
provide  certain  additional  sanctions,  and  for 
5ther  purposes. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Thursday,  March  15,  1962,  wa/ read  and 
approved. 


A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  its /clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  a  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  of/the  following  title,  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested : 

S.  Con.  Res.  6^.  Concurrent  resolution  re¬ 
questing  the  .President  to  designate  the  week 
of  March  2pf  1962,  as  Voluntary  Overseas  Aid 
Week. 

The  riiessage  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  /President  had  reappointed  Mr. 
Ervzn,  Mr.  Mundt,  and  Mr.  Muskie  as 


^PARTICIPATION  IN  1962  FEED 
GRAIN  PROGRAM 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8914) 
to  amend  subsection  (d)  of  section  16  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Al¬ 
lotment  Act,  as  amended. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  FORD.  Reserving  the  right  to  ob¬ 
ject,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  my  impression 
that  on  the  last  call  of  the  Consent  Cal¬ 
endar  we  had  obtained  a  sufficient  num¬ 
ber  of  objectoi'S  to  remove  this  proposal 
from  the  Consent  Calendar. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  state 
that  at  the  last  call  of  the  Consent  Cal¬ 
endar  on  this  particular  bill  only  one 
objection  was  required.  At  this  time  it 
requires  three  objections. 

Mr.  FORD.  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  PELLY.  I  object,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  I  object, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Under  the  rule,  the  bill  was  stricken 
from  the  Consent  Calendar. 


CONSENT  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Consent  CaP 
endar  Day.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  first 
bill  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 


METRIC  SYSTEM  OF  WEIGHTS  AND 
MEASURES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  2049) 
to  provide  that  the  National  Bureau  of 
Standards  shall  conduct  a  program  of 
investigation,  research,  and  survey  to 
determine  the  practicability  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  by  the  United  States  of  the  metric 
system  of  weights  and  measures. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PRINCE  GEORGES  COUNTY  SCHOOL 
BOARD,  MARYLAND 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  6759) 
for  the  relief  of  the  Prince  Georges 
^County  School  Board,  Maryland. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
mnimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

ThereVas  no  objection. 

COMMITTING  JUVENILE  DELIN¬ 
QUENTS  FQR  OBSERVATION  AND 

STUDY 

The  Clerk  calleckthe  bill  (S.  1691)  to 
provide  that  any  juVenile  who  has  been 
determined  delinquency  a  district  court 
of  the  United  States  rrmy  be  committed 
by  the  court  to  the  custody  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  for  observation  and  study. 

There  being  no  objection*,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill  as  follows : 
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it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
esentatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
5034  oKtitle  18  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amendedv  by  adding  immediately  after  the 
third  paragraph  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph : 

“If  the  corlrt  desires  more  detailed  infor¬ 
mation  as  a  basis  for  determining  whether 
to  place  any  juVenile  delinquent  on  proba¬ 
tion  or  to  commit  him  to  the  custody  of  the 
Attorney  General  under  the  first  paragraph 
of  this  section,  the  6ourt  may  commit  such 
delinquent  to  the  cu^ody  of  the  Attorney 
General  for  observation'end  study  at  an  ap¬ 
propriate  classification  center  or  agency.  The 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Pfisons,  under  such 
regulations  as  the  Attorney  General  may 
prescribe,  shall,  after  the  delinquent  has  been 
so  committed,  cause  a  complete, study  to  be 
made  of  the  delinquent,  including  a  mental 
and  physical  Examination,  to  ascertain  his 
personal  traits,  his  capabilities,  pertinent 
circumstances  of  his  social  background,  any 
previous  delinquency  or  criminal  experience, 
any  mental  or  physical  defect  or  other  factor 
contributing  to  his  delinquency,  and  ai 
other  factors  which  the  Director  may  coni 
sider  pertinent.  A  full  and  complete  report' 
of  the  results  of  such  study,  together  with 
any  recommendations  which  the  Director  be¬ 
lieves  would  be  helpful  to  the  court  in  mak¬ 
ing  its  determination,  shall  be  furnished  to 
the  court  by  the  Director  within  sixty  days 
after  the  date  such  delinquent  is  ordered 
committed  to  the  custody  of  the  Attorney 
General  under  this  paragraph  unless  the 
court  grants  additional  time  for  further 
study.  No  delinquent  shall  be  committed 
under  this  paragraph  for  a  period  exceeding 
his  minority  or  the  term  which  might  have 
been  imposed  had  he  been  tried  and  con¬ 
victed  of  the  alleged  violation  for  which  he 
was  determined  delinquent,  whichever  occurs 
first.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8962) 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gentleman, 
if  he  finds  objection  to  the  bill,  consider 
proceeding  with  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  and  state  his  objections,  which  per¬ 
haps  can  be  answered  and  the  bill  can 
be  cleared? 

Mr.  FORD.  A  very  casual  reading  of 
this  proposal,  and  I  have  done  much 
more  than  that,  indicates  it  does  not 
qualify  for  consideration  on  the  Con¬ 
sent  Calendar,  based  on  the  dollar  limi¬ 
tation.  We  have  certain  rules  on  the 
Consent  Calendar,  agreed  to  by  both 
Democratic  and  Republican  Members. 
Under  those  criteria  this  bill  does  not 
qualify. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  the  gentleman  makes 
a  point  that  it  exceeds  the  amount  of 


money  involved,  may  I  say  that  it  was 
unanimously  reported  by  the  committee 
and  most  of  the  organizations  concerned 
are  unanimously  in  support  of  it. 

Mr.  FORD.  My  only  objection  is  that 
it  does  not  qualify  under  the  criteria 
established  by  the  objectors.  The  bill 
undoubtedly  has  considerable  merit,  but 
it  does  not  qualify  under  our  rules. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  frdnuMich- 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

_ 

INCLUSION  OF  MENOMINEE  COUNTY 

IN  EASTERN  JUDICIAL  DISTRICT 

OF  WISCONSIN 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  10184) 
to  amend  section  130(a)  of  title  28, 
United  States  Code,  so  as  to  reconstitute 
the  Eastern  Judicial  District  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  to  include  Menominee  County,  Wis. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill  as  follows : 

le  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of 'Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  sub- 
sectioh.  (a)  of  section  130  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows^ 

“(a)  The  Eastern  District  comprises  bne 
counties  of  Brown,  Calumet,  Dodge,  Door, 
Florence,  Fond  du  Lac,  Forest,  Green/Lake, 
Kenosha,  Kewaunee,  Langlade,  Manitowoc, 
Marinette,  Marquette,  Menominee,/Milwau- 
kee,  Oconto,  Outagamie,  Ozaukee,  Racine, 
Shawano,  Sheboygan,  Walworth,  ^Washington, 
Waukesha,  Waupaca\Waushar^  and  Winne¬ 
bago. 

“Court  for  the  Easier  District  shall  be 
held  at  Green  Bay,  Mlfyaukee,  and  Osh¬ 
kosh.’ 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

On  page  2,  line  strike  the  v\rd  “Easter" 
andinsert  in  lieu/thereof  the  woroV’Eastern.” 


The  committee  amendment  wa\agreed 
to. 

The  biU^was  ordered  to  be  engr^sed 
and  read'  i  third  time,  was  read  the  tmfd 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recor 
siderywas  laid  on  the  table. 


STTLEMENT  OF  CERTAIN  CLAIMS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  10357) 
to  provide  for  the  settlement  of  claims 
against  the  United  States  by  members 
of  the  uniformed  services  and  civilian 
officers  and  employees  of  the  United 
States  for  damage  to,  or  loss  of,  per¬ 
sonal  property  incident  to  their  service, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  during  the  past 
week  I  discussed  this  bill  with  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  staff  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  in  the  hope  we  might  work 
out  an  amendment  to  the  bill,  but  ap¬ 
parently  that  is  impossible  at  this  time. 
I  understand  that  the  committee  has 
been  in  communication  with  various 
agencies  which  will  be  affected  by  this 
proposal,  and  it  would  be  my  hope  that  it 
may  be  possible  to  insert  in  the  Record 
in  connection  with  the  passage  of  this 
bill  the  information  that  has  been  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  various  agencies. 


Mr.  LIBONATI.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
following  communications  contain  the 
factual  data  explaining  the  purpose  o| 
this  legislation: 

Department  of  the  Navy, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  9,/962. 

Mr.  William  P.  Shattuck, 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary  Staff /House  of 
Reprsentatives,  Washington,/) .C . 

Dear  Mr.  Shattuck:  The  procedures  used 
within  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the 
transportation  of  household^  effects  hinges 
upon  rulings  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission  and  decision*  of  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General.  In  the  Department  of  Defense 
the  Defense  Tariff  Management  Service  is 
in  charge  of  carrying  out  these  procedures. 

After  passage  of  the  Motor  Carrier  Act  of 
1935,  various  rulings  were  promulgated  in 
the  public  interest  by  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission  to  assist  in  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  what/was  then  an  infant  industry, 
namely,  the/carriage  of  household  effects  by 
motor  earner.  The  ruling  which  is  persua¬ 
sive  in  me  case  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  Is  MC  19  which  requires  only  a  30- 
cent  liability  per  pound/per  article  in  the 
case/of  uncrated  household  goods.  It  is  to 
be/emphasized  that  this  ruling  applies  only 
household  effects  and  not  to  other  types 
of  freight. 

In  a  decision  by  the  Comptroller  General 
B-138736  (38  CompGen  768)  it  was  held  In 
1959  that  the  Government  should  take  ad¬ 
vantage  of  favorable  rates  based  upon 
limited  liability  (excerpts  attached). 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  not  re¬ 
quired  any  greater  liability  than  that  under 
the  rule  making  proceedings  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission.  At  one  time 
the  carriers  made  competitive  offers  of  re¬ 
ducing  their  liability  (for  example,  10  cents 
per  pound /per  article)  as  a  device  to  reduce 
the  carriage  rate.  When  this  occurred  the 
Department  of  Defense  decided  to  adhere 
to  the  30-cent  minima  contained  in  MC  19; 
otherwise,  it  was  believed,  there  might  be  a 
tendency  for  the  carrier  to  become  careless 
in  the  handling  of  household  effects.  Con¬ 
versely,  the  carriers  have  also  made  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  capture  an  increased  share  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  traffic  by  offering  to 
raise  their  liability  on  a  pound/per  article 
basis,  even  to  the  extent  of  offering  full 
coverage  up  to  $6,500.  The  Department  of 
Defense  again  decided  to  adhere  to  the  30- 
cent  minima  in  line  with  MC  19  because 
vthe  offers  made  by  the  carriers  contained 
lany  built-in  exclusions  not  normally 
fbnnd  in  the  carrier  business.  It  is  also  to 
beNioted  that  it  would  tend  to  conflict  with 
the  'CompGen  decision  cited  above.  Fur¬ 
ther,  she  raising  or  lowering  of  the  liability 
would  imt  have  been  in  keeping  with  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  MC  19 
ruling. 

Eligibility Nof  a  carrier  for  Department  of 
Defense  business  is  determined  by  the  car¬ 
rier  submitting\a  “tender  of  service.”  This 
is  a  statement  By  the  carrier  that  he  will 
abide  by  the  standards  established  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  which  are  consider¬ 
ably  higher  than  those  applicable  to  an 
ordinary  household  effelsts  shipment.  If  the 
carrier  is  considered  qualified  by  the  Defense 
Traffic  Management  Servic\he  becomes  eligi¬ 
ble  to  carry  household  effect*  of  Department 
of  Defense  personnel.  As  long  as  he  con¬ 
tinues  to  abide  by  Department  of  Defense 
standards  he  remains  eligible \  failure  to 
process  claims  promptly  is  one  of  tKe  grounds 
for  his  suspension  and  resulting\loss  of 
traffic. 

Whenever  a  carrier  is  suspended  f  o\  any 
reason  (e.g.,  overweights),  he  is  suspended 
until  such  time  as  he  satisfactorily  estat 
lishes  that  he  will  adhere  to  the  Department 
of  Defense  standards.  Notification  of  such' 
suspension  is  made  to  any  parent  national 
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17.\i.PPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  (on  Mar.  30)  H.  R.  11038, 
\he  second  supplemental  appropriation  bill,  1962  (H.  Rept.  1548),  which  ipt- 
__jdes  items  for  ARS,  AMS,  and  Forest  Service  (see  table  at  end  of  this  .Digest 
for\a  summary  of  these  items).  The  bill  also  includes  $25,000,000  for/disaster 
relief  assistance  to  States  and  local  governments,  $17,000,000  for  U.  S.  parti- 
cipati>sn  in  the  New  York  World's  Fair,  $13,000  for  salaries  and  expanses  of 
the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission,  $5,000,000  additional  capita)/ for  the 
GSA  general  supply  fund  to  provide  for  increased  sales,  and  $85,000,000  in- 
cr eased  capital  for  the  revolving  fund  of  the  Small  Business  Administration. 

ConfereesNwere  appointed  on  H.  R.  10526,  the  Treasury- Post/Of f ice  Department 
and  Executive\)f  f  ice  of  the  President  appropriation  bill  (py  5060).  Senate 
conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 

Received  from\he  President  an  amendment  to  the  budge)/  for  1963  involving 
an  increase  of  $5  million  for  the  civil  functions  of  Department  of  the 
Army  (H.  Doc.  378)  .\p.  5160 

Received  from  the  President  amendments  to  the  budget  for  1963  involving  a 
net  decrease  of  $265,000  for  civil  functions  of  tt^e  Corps  of  Engineers,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  (H.  Doc\  379) .  p.  5160 


D 


18.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  t/he  Subcommittee  on  Dairy  and 

Poultry  of  the  Agriculture  Cohmiittee  "ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  full 
committee  title  III  /on  marketing  order^/  0amended)A  of  H.  R.  10010,  the  gen¬ 
eral  farm  bill.  Also  ordered  reported  subtitle  C  /on  dair^/  (amended),  of 
title  IV,  without  recommendation.'X  p.  0235 

19.  LIVESTOCK  DISEASES.  Passed  under  susXnsion  of  the  rules  s*  860>  to  8rant  the 

Secretary  of  Agriculture  additional/aubhority  to  provide  greater  protection 
against  the  introduction  and  dissemination  of  diseases  of  livestock  and  poul¬ 
try.  pp.  5121-4 

20.  PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  1037,  to  amend 

the  provisions  of  the  Perishable  Agricultural\ommodities  Act  regarding  fees, 
oral  hearings,  and  relicej/sing.  pp.  5124-6 

1.  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Ford,  passed  over  without  preju¬ 

dice  H.  R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  5061 

22.  FORESTRY.  Passed/with  an  amendment  H.  R.  9822,  to  providk  that  lands  within  a 
national  forest/  acquired  under  section  8  of  the  Act  of  Junte  28,  1934,  as 
amended  (43  V/S.C.  315g) ,  may  be  added  to  the  national  fore**.  p.  5061 


23.  WILDLIFE. 

golden  e/gl 


assed  as  reported  H.  J.  Res,  489,  to  provide  protecbyon  for  the 
e.  pp.  5062-6 


24.  HONEYBEES.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  8050,  to  prohibit  the  importation  of 
all  /honeybees  of  the  genus  Apis  in  the  adult  stage  except  for  researd^  purposes 
/this  Department  or  as  the  Secretary  shall  determine,  p.  5078 


by/ 


25. 


•EIGHTS  AND  MEASURES.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Gross,  passed  over  without  preju¬ 
dice  H.  R.  2049,  to  provide  that  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  shall  cony 
duct  a  program  of  investigation,  research,  and  survey  to  determine  the  pract: 
ability  of  the  adoption  by  the  U.  S.  of  the  metric  system  of  weights  and 
measures,  p.  5061 


LOANS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  946,  to  extend  to  oyster  planters  the  benefits, 
of  the  provisions  of  the  present  law  which  provides  for  production  disaster 
loans  for  farmers  and  stockmen,  pp.  5078-9 


29. 


30. 


IGN  TRADE.  On  objection  of  Rep.  Curtis,  Mo.,  passed  over  H.  R.  10788/  to 
ame'qd  section  204  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  to  authorize  the  President 
to  extend  import-export  controls  to  non-participants  in  multilateral  j^otton 
textile  agreements,  pp.  5079-80 


28.  RESEARCH.  \At  the  request  of  Rep,  Ford,  passed  over  without  prejudice  H.  R. 

6984,  to  provide  for  a  method  of  payment  of  indirect  costs  of  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  contracted  by  the  Federal  Government  at  universities,  colleges,  and 
other  educational  institutions,  pp.  5080-1 


BUDGETING.  Passed\without  amendment  H.  R.  10613,  to  repeal”  subsection  (d)  of 
section  16  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  which  requires  detailed 
budget  estimates  for  appropriations  to  be  used  for  purchzse  or  hire  of  passen¬ 
ger  motor  vehicles  or^ror  purchase,  maintenance,  or  operation  of  aircraft, 
p.  5081 


PERSONNEL;  TRANSPORTATION.  x Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10652,  to  provide  a 
more  reasonable  allowance  for  transportation  oi  house  trailers  or  mobile 
dwellings  by  certain  governmental  officers  and  employees  upon  their  transfer 
from  one  official  station  to  another,  p.  5081 


31. 


BANKING.  By  a  vote  of  255  to  94,  passed  i/nder  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R. 
10162,  to  amend  the  Bretton  Woods  Agreements  Act  to  authorize  the  U.  S.  to 
participate  in  loans  to  the  International  Monetary  Fund  to  strengthen  the  in¬ 
ternational  monetary  system,  pp.  5Qo6^$9 


32. 


RECREATION.  Passed  under  suspension  of  thekrules- H.  R.  1171,  to  increase  the 
public  benefits  from  the  national  fish  and  wildlife  conservation  areas  through 
their  incidental  or  secondary/use  for  public\ecreation.  pp.  5099-102 


33.  TERRITORIES.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rule's  H.  R.  10062,  to  extend  the 
application  of  certain  laws  to  American  Samoa  including  extension  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  National/School  Lunch  Act  to  Samoa,  and  authorizing  the  head  of  ( 
any  Federal  department/to  extend  to  American  Samoa,  without  reimbursement, 
such  scientific,  technical,  and  other  assistance  unde/^any  program  which  it 
administers  as,  in /the  judgment  of  the  Governor,  will  promote  the  welfare  of 
American  Samoa  (pj/  5127-8) .  The  committee  report  includes  the  following 
statement  regarding  costs:  "The  bill  provides  for  no  increase  in  authorized 
appropriations/  The  amount  of  aid  which  may  be  requested  under  section  1  of 
the  bill  is  limited  to  $150,000  a  year  ...  Other  items  in  thexbill  will  be 
charged  to  Regular  departmental  appropriations  as  need  occurs." 


EDUCATION  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
10896, /the  proposed  Adult  Basic  Education  Act  of  1962  (H.  Rept.  1551\.  p.  5161 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


35.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Findley  stating  that  "an 


86  million  assist  to  the  U.  S.  gold  problem  is  possible  as  the  result  of  ne\ 
Public  Law  480  agreements  which  utilize  a  new  feature  of  the  law."  pp.  A2509' 
10 
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SURVEY  TO  DETERMINE  PRAC¬ 
TICABILITY  OF  ADOPTION  BY 
UNITED  STATES  OF  METRIC  SYS¬ 
TEM  OF  WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES 
le  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  2049) 
to  provide  that  the  National  Bureau  of 
Standards  shall  conduct  a  program  of 
investigation,  research,  and  survey  to 
determiruSthe  practicability  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  by  thesJJnited  States  of  the  metric 
system  of  weights  and  measures. 

Mr.  GROSS\  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  \hat  this  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER. \ls  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gehlleman  from  Iowa? 
There  was  no  objection. 


PRINCE  GEORGES  COUNTY  SCHOOL 
BOARD,  MARYL^ 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (fSJt.  6759) 
for  the  relief  of  the  Prince  ^'Georges 
County  School  Board,  Maryland/ 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  Unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  this  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


REVISING  FORMULA  FOR  APPOR¬ 
TIONING  CASH  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS  AMONG  STATES  UNDER 
NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8962) 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  this  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


NATIONAL  FOREST 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  9822) 
to  provide  that  lands  within  the  exterior 
boundaries  of  a  national  forest  acquir 
under  section  8  of  the  act  of  June/28, 
1934,  as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  315g)/may 
be  added  to  the  national  forest 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senat/  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law, 
lands  heretofore  or  hereafter  acquired  under 
section  8  of  the  Act  ot  June  28,  1934  (48 
Stat.  1272),  as  amended  (43  U.S.C.  315g), 
which  are  within  the  exterior  boundaries 
of  a  national  foreft  and  which  are  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  be 
suitable  for  administration  as  a  part  of  the 
national  forest/may  be  set  apart  and  reserved 
by  the  Secrotary  of  the  Interior  by  public 
land  order  ds  a  part  of  such  national  forest. 
Lands  so/set  apart  and  reserved  shall  be 
subject  JCo  the  laws,  rules,  and  regulations 
applicable  to  lands  set  apart  and  reserved 
fronythe  public  domain  within  such  national 
forest. 

/Mr.  ASPEN  ALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
/an  amendment. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Aspinall:  On 
page  1,  line  3,  after  the  word  "That”  strike 
out  the  words  “notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law”. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Colorado  is  recognized. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  colleague. 

Mr.  FORD.  What  is  the  intent  and 
purpose  of  this  amendment? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  It  was  pointed  out  by 
our  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  New 
Mexico  tMr.  Morris],  that  there  was  an 
implication  if  the  language  was  left  in 
the  bill  that  there  might  be  some  effect 
relative  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  public 
lands.  We  have  no  intention  to  upset 
established  procedures  in  oil  and  gas 
matters.  The  Department  has  suggested 
that  the  amendment  would  meet  with 
their  approval,  accordingly  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  being  offered  at  this  time. 

Mr.  FORD.  Does  this  meet  with  the 
agreement  of  the  minority  as  well  as  the 
majority? 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  The  gentleman/  is 
:orrect.  The  gentleman  from  Pennsyl- 
mia  is  present,  if  he  wishes  ty  state 
otherwise. 

kfi  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the^entleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Aspinajx]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  billNwas  ordered  /o  be  engrossed 
and  read  a\third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid/on  the  table. 


GRANTING  CONSTRUCTIVE  SERV¬ 
ICE  TO  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COAST 
GUARD  T/V OMEN’S  I^ESERVE 

The  Cyfrk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  4783) 
to  grant/constructive  service  to  members 
of  the/joast  Guard  Women’ssReserve  for 
the  period  from  July  25,  1947,  ip  Novem- 
bej/l,  1949. 

’here  being  no  objection,  th\ Clerk 
:ead  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  ftbuse 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States\f 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  am$ 
person  who  was  a  member  of  the  0038^ 
Guard  Women’s  Reserve  and  who  served  on 
active  duty  therein  for  at  least  one  year  prior 
to  July  25,  1947;  who  was  separated  there¬ 
from  under  honorable  conditions;  and  who 
also  had  membership  therein  for  any  period 
between  November  1,  1949,  and  July  1,  1956, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  served  on  inactive 
duty  with  the  Coast  Guard  Women’s  Reserve 
from  July  25,  1947,  to  November  1,  1949,  in 
the  grade  or  rating  satisfactorily  held  on 
active  duty  prior  to  July  25,  1947. 

Sec.  2.  Creditable  constructive  service  for  a 
person  qualified  under  section  1  hereof  shall 
be  applied  when  providing  retirement  bene¬ 
fits  under  the  Army  and  Air  Force  Vitaliza- 
tion  and  Retirement  Equalization  Act  of 
1948,  as  amended,  or  any  other  Act  under 
which  the  individual  may  be  entitled  to  re¬ 
tirement  from  the  Armed  Forces. 

Sec.  3.  Additional  pay  accruing  to  any 
person  by  virtue  of  increased  creditable  serv¬ 
ice  resulting  from  the  inclusion  of  construc¬ 
tive  service  creditable  by  application  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  hereof  shall  not  be  made  for  active 
or  inactive  duty  for  which  pay  is  authorized 
by  competent  authority  which  is  performed 


prior  to  the  first  day  of  the  calendar  quarter^ 
next  succeeding  the  calendar  quarter  ,in 
which  this  Act  becomes  effective. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engjrbssed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  t^ble. 

_ _ _ y 

PROMOTING  THE  PRODUCTION  OF 

OYSTERS  BY  PROPAGATION  OF 
DISEASE-RESISTANT  STRAINS 

The  Clerk  called/fhe  bill  (H.R.  73361 
to  authorize  the  /Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  make  loans  to  certain  producers 
of  oysters,  and/for  other  purposes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bil/as  follows: 

Be  it  ermcted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America / in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Congress  finds  that  in  certain  areas  of  the 
Unitgd  States  the  oyster  industry  is  threat¬ 
ened  with  extinction  because  of  the  excessive 
5rtality  of  oysters  in  such  area  from  an 
Indetermined  cause.  It  is  the  purpose  of 
'this  Act  to  provide  supplementary  financial 
assistance  to  producers  of  oysters  in  any 
area  of  the  United  States  in  which  the  eco¬ 
nomic  stability  of  the  oyster  industry  is 
endangered  by  the  excessive  mortality  of 
oysters,  and  to  develop  an  immune  strain 
of  oysters  to  such  excessive  mortality. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (here¬ 
after  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  “the  Secre¬ 
tary”)  is  authorized  to  make  loans  to  pro¬ 
ducers  of  oysters  in  any  area  or  region  of  the 
United  States  where  he  finds  that  the  exces¬ 
sive  mortality  of  oysters  has  caused  a  need 
for  credit  among  such  producers  which  is 
not  readily  available  from  responsible  private 
sources  or  from  public  sources  on  reasonable 
terms,  for  the  purpose  of  affording  such  pro¬ 
ducers  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  work 
out  their  difficulties.  Such  loans  shall  be 
made  at  such  rate  of  interest,  not  to  exceed 
3  per  centum  per  annum,  and  on  such  gen¬ 
eral  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
shall  prescribe  for  such  area  or  region. 

Sec.  3.  Any  loan  made  under  this  Act  may 
be  made  for  such  period  of  time  as  may  rea¬ 
sonably  be  required  by  the  needs  of  the 
borrower  and  shall  be  secured  by  the  per¬ 
sonal  obligation  and  available  security  of 
the  borrower  concerned.  In  the  case  of  loans 
to  corporations  or  other  business  organiza¬ 
tions,  any  such  loan  shall  be  secured  by  the 
personal  obligation  and  available  security  of 
each  person  holding  as  much  as  10  per 
centum  of  the  stock  or  other  interest  in  such 
^corporation  or  organization. 

.Sec.  4.  In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary 
determines,  with  respect  to  any  area  or  re¬ 
gion,  of  the  United  States,  that  the  exces¬ 
sive  naortality  of  oysters  presents  an  imme¬ 
diate  and  substantial  threat  to  the  economic 
stability\of  the  oyster  industry  in  such  area 
or  regionNvhich  cannot  be  eliminated  solely 
by  the  maaing  of  loans  under  this  Act,  he 
is  authorized^  to  acquire  oyster  brood  stock 
which  in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  pos¬ 
sesses  some  resistance  to  the  casualties  agent 
of  such  excessive\mortality,  and  furnish  to 
the  producers  of  ousters  in  such  area  or  re¬ 
gion  resultant  seed  oysters  for  the  propaga¬ 
tion  of  oysters  whichpsin  the  opinion  of  the 
Secretary,  will  not  be  subject  to  such  exces¬ 
sive  mortality:  Provided) ’Kiat  the  Secretary's 
authority  to  purchase  oyster  brood  stock 
shall  be  conditional  upon  the  participating 
States  paying  one-third  of  the  cost  of  such 
stock  made  available  to  oyster  producers 
within  the  States.  Such  seed  oysters  shall 
be  furnished  by  the  Secretary  onsuch  gen¬ 
eral  terms  and  conditions  as  he  may  deem 
appropriate  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  Act. 
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Sec.  5.  The  aggregate  sums  loaned  under 
tkis  Act  In  any  fiscal  year  shall  not  exceed 
Q0.000. 

Wityi  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike  'hut  all  after  the  enacting  clause, 
and  insert\in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 
“The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized 
with  respect  th  those  States  where  he  finds 
that  excessive  mortality  of  oysters  presents 
an  immediate  and  substantial  threat  to  the 
economic  stability',  of  the  oyster  industry 
in  such  area  or  region,  to  acquire  oyster 
brood  stock  that  he\believes  possesses  re¬ 
sistance  to  the  causativVagent  of  such  exces¬ 
sive  mortality.  The  Se6fetary  may  there¬ 
after  transfer  such  brood Vtock  to  the  par¬ 
ticular  States  involved  for  planting  in 
spawning  sanctuaries  and  protection  of  such 
State  or  States.  Distribution  bf  the  result¬ 
ant  seed  oysters  by  the  States  ^hall  be  in 
accordance  with  plans  and  procedures  that 
are  mutually  acceptable  to  the  Secretary  and 
the  cooperating  States:  Provided,  That  the 
purchase  of  oyster  brood  stock  hereunoer  by 
the  Secretary  shall  be  conditional  upon\the 
participating  State  or  States,  in  each 
stance,  paying  one-third  of  the  cost  of  sue! 
brood  stock.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior' 
is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  States 
in  any  manner  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
purposes  of  this  Act.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 

“A  bill  to  promote  the  production  of 
oysters  by  propagation  of  disease-resist¬ 
ant  strains,  and  for  other  purposes.” 


PROVIDING  PROTECTION  FOR  THE 
GOLDEN  EAGLE 

The  Clerk  called  the  resolution  (H.J. 
Res.  489)  to  provide  protection  for  the 
golden  eagle. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  resolution,  as  follows: 

Whereas  the  population  of  the  golden 
eagle  has  declined  at  such  an  alarming  rate 
that  it  is  now  threatened  with  extinction; 
and 

Whereas  the  golden  eagle  should  be  pre¬ 
served  because  of  its  value  to  agriculture 
in  the  control  or  rodents;  and 

Whereas  protection  of  the  golden  eagle 
will  afford  greater  protection  for  the  bald/ 
eagle,  the  national  rymbol  of  the  Unites 
States  of  America,  because  the  bald  eagle 
is  often  killed  by  persons  mistaking  i$/for 
the  golden  eagle:  Now,  therefore,  be 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  df  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of/America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  fi/st  section 
of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  for/the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  bald  eagle”,  approved  June  8, 
1940  (54  Stat.  250;  16  U/3.C.  668),  is 

amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the 
words  “American  eagle”  the  words  “or  any 
golden  eagle”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  of  sugh  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  the  words 
“bald  eagle”  the  words  “or  the  golden  eagle”. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  resolving  clause 
and  insert  iA  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
“Whoever,  ^vithin  the  United  States  or  any 
place  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof, 
without  /being  permitted  to  do  so  as  herein¬ 
after  provided,  shall  take,  possess,  sell,  pur¬ 
chaser  barter,  offer  to  sell,  purchase  or  barter, 
transport,  export  or  import,  at  any  time  or  in 


any  manner,  any  bald  eagle  commonly  known 
as  the  American  eagle,  or  any  golden  eagle, 
alive  or  dead,  or  any  part,  nest,  or  egg  of  the 
foregoing  eagles,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$500  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  six 
months,  or  both:  Provided,  That  nothing 
herein  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  posses¬ 
sion  or  transportation  of  any  bald  eagle,  alive 
or  dead,  or  any  part,  nest,  or  egg  thereof, 
lawfully  taken  prior  to  June  8,  1940,  and  that 
nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  pro¬ 
hibit  possession  or  transportation  of  any 
golden  eagle,  alive  or  dead,  or  any  part,  nest, 
or  egg  thereof,  lawfully  taken  prior  to  the 
addition  to  this  Act  of  the  provisions  relat¬ 
ing  to  preservation  of  the  golden  eagle. 

Sec.  2.  Whenever,  after  investigation,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  determine  that 
it  is  compatible  with  the  preservation  of  the 
bald  eagle,  or  the  golden  eagle  to  permit  the 
taking,  possession,  and  transportation  of 
specimens  thereof  for  the  scientific  or  exhi¬ 
bition  purposes  of  public  museums,  scien¬ 
tific  societies,  and  zoological  parks,  or  for  the 
religious  purposes  of  Indian  tribes,  or  that  it 
is  necessary  to  permit  the  taking  of  such 
eagles  for  the  protection  of  wildlife  or  of 
agricultural  or  other  interests  in  any  par¬ 
ticular  locality,  he  may  authorize  the  tak¬ 
ing  of  such  eagles  pursuant  to  regulations 
Syvhich  he  is  hereby  authorized  to  prescribe: 

rovided.  That  bald  eagles  may  not  be  taken 
foK  any  purpose  unless,  prior  to  such  taking, 
a  permit  to  do  so  is  procured  from  the  Secre-/ 
tary  of  the  Interior. 

The\ommittee  amendment  is  agreed 
to. 

The  joiHt  resolution  was  ordered  to 
be  engrossed,  and  read  a  third  time,  was 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a 
motion  to  reconsider  was  lgid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  CONTE.  iJSr.  Speaker,  today  this 
great  body  has  appkpvecf  a  very  worth¬ 
while  measure  whicK/goes  far  toward 
extending  legal  protection  against  the 
useless  slaughter  of/two \najestic  speci¬ 
mens  of  our  Nation’s  wildlife — the  bald 
eagle  and  the  golden  eagle. 

The  bald  eagle  was  designated  by  our 
Founding  Fathers  as  an  official  symbol 
of  our  country  and  is  displayeovtoday, 
among  other  places,  on  the  great  seal  of 
the  United  States.  The  bald  eagle  41  as, 
however,  been  rapidly  disappearing  over 
the  years.  As  a  result,  the  Congress,  ii 
19401  approved  a  measure  against  the' 
capture  and  killing  of  bald  eagles  with- 
it  special  permission  from  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior. 

Since  that  time  there  has  been  grow¬ 
ing  concern  that  this  protection  of  the 
bald  eagle  was  inadequate  primarily  be¬ 
cause  of  one  of  those  unexplainable 
quirks  of  nature — the  similarity  of 
species.  Until  the  4th  year  of  its  life 
when  it  develops  its  characteristic  white 
feathers,  the  bald  eagle  so  closely  resem¬ 
bles  it  brother,  the  golden  eagle,  that 
only  trained  ornithologists  can  distin¬ 
guish  between  them.  Those  who  would 
kill  the  golden  eagle  for  profit  or  for  pro¬ 
tection  against  its  alleged  predation  on 
wildlife  and  the  young  of  herds  either  in¬ 
tentionally  or  inadvertently  often  kill 
some  of  our  dwindling  supply  of  bald 
eagles  as  well.  New  documentation  of 
this  fact  has  been  presented  in  just  the 
past  few  days.  Out  in  New  Mexico, 
where  eagles  are  hunted  for  commercial 
purposes,  two  men  were  apprehended 
early  in  March  for  the  illegal  possession 
of  5  complete  skins  of  bald  eagles  and  1 
dozen  separate  bald  eagle  tails.  They 


were  fined  $100  each  under  the  Bald 
Eagle  Act  of  1940.  The  bill  before  the 
House  today  further  stops  this  needless/ 
and  harmful  slaughter  of  eagles. 

It  also  provides  more  that  satisfac terry 
protection  for  agricultural  and  other  in¬ 
terests  who  claim  that  the  golden/eagle 
is  sometimes  a  predator.  Expressly  de¬ 
lineated  in  this  bill  are  provisions  for 
the  Secretary  of  Interior  tif  establish 
regulations  under  which  the/golden  eagle 
may  be  taken.  So  I  am  .most  satisfied 
that  this  measure  is  a  good  and  a  fair 
one  to  all  concerned. 

Having  introduced  A  bill,  House  Joint 
Resolution  479,  similar  to  the  one  con¬ 
sidered  today,  I  anr  most  pleased  to  have 
played  a  role  in  its  successful  passage. 

Mr.  GOODLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Joint  Resolution  489  and  identical  bills 
are  designedao  conserve  two  of  our  most 
interesting/ species  of  wildlife — species 
whose  numbers  are  declining  at  an 
alarming  rate.  The  likeness  of  one  of 
theseyrhe  bald  eagle,  was  chosen  by  the 
Second  Continental  Congress  in  1782  to 
syrnbolize  the  strength  and  freedom  of 
om  Nation.  That  likeness  graces  the 
?reat  seal  of  the  United  States. 

The  other  is  an  equally  majestic  crea¬ 
ture  the  golden  eagle.  Unlike  the  bald 
eagle  which  is  indigenous  only  to  our 
continent,  the  range  of  the  golden  eagle 
extends  into  Mexico  and  over  much  of 
the  Eastern  Hemisphere. 

The  title  of  the  legislation  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  states  clearly  that  the  fate  of 
both  species  is  dependent  upon  protec¬ 
tion  for  the  other. 

The  feeding  habits  of  the  two  species 
are  not  similar.  The  bald  eagle  feeds 
mostly  on  fish  and  carrion  while  the 
golden’s  fare  is  carrion,  rabbits,  and  ro¬ 
dents.  Scientises  have  long  since  exon¬ 
erated  both  species.  Neither  is  responsi¬ 
ble  for  serious  depredations  on  domestic 
livestock,  game,  or  fish.  Authentic  testi¬ 
mony  indicates  golden  eagles  have  been 
observed  hunting  jackrabbits,  gophers, 
and  rodents  among  flocks  of  sheep  with¬ 
out  molesting  a  lamb.  It  has  long  since 
been  conceded  that  the  golden  eagle  and 
the  bald  eagle  play  an  important  role  in 
.the  balance  of  nature. 

Because  it  is  our  national  bird,  the 
gbeat  decline  in  numbers  of  the  bald 
eagle  received  public  attention  first.  In 
1940\Congress,  in  its  wisdom,  gave  it 
complete  protection  except  for  very  lim¬ 
ited  control  under  special  permit  by  the 
Secretary'of  the  Interior. 

The  legislation  helped  but  the  decline 
in  numbers  continued.  That  is  a  partial 
reason  for  th\  legislation  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  today. 

Protection  for  the  golden  eagle  is  non¬ 
existent  in  at  leasKeight  States  and  in 
some  others  only  fqken  protection  is 
given. 

The  need  for  this  legislation  can  be 
rather  simply  stated.  \rhe  trained 
ornithologist  has  great  difficulty  in  dis¬ 
tinguishing  golden  from  immature  bald 
eagles.  This  similarity  exists/until  the 
bald  eagle  is  in  its  fourth  year.  \As  a  re¬ 
sult,  great  numbers  of  each  ares  shot. 
The  decline  in  numbers  is  alarming.  A 
recent  survey  by  the  National  Audubon 
Society  indicates  the  entire  populatic 
of  bald  eagles  in  the  United  States 
less  than  5,000. 
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:ed  to  report  (on  ApV.  13)  farm  bill.  Senate  passed 
House  committee  reported  (on  Apr.  13)  Defense  De- 
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APPROPRIATIONS.  The/Appropriations  Committee  reported  on  Xpr.  13,  during  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  House,  H.  R.  11289,  making  appropriations \or  the  Department 

of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1963  (H.  Rept.  1607).  p.  6215  x 

Received  fr/m  the  President  amendments  to  the  budget  for  1W  involving 
net  decrease/bf  $2,400,000  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior  (K.  Doc.  ). 
p.  6215 

RESEARCH,/  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  6984,  to  provide  for  a  mettW  °f 
ment  o/ indirect  costs  of  research  and  development  contracted  by  the  \deral 
Government  at  universities,  colleges,  and  other  educational  institution^ 

p.  yi5o 

JH&CHASING.  By  a  vote  of  163  to  46,  passed  under  suspension  of  /^borers  Nmd 
10786,  to  establish  standards  for  hours  of  work  and  overtime  p  y  aid\ 

mechanics  employed  on  work  done  under  contract  for  or  w  - 
the  U.  S.,  for  any  territory,  or  for  D.  C.  ^  pp.  6166- /J 


2  - 


PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  H.  R.  85S4,  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees'  Group  Life  Insurance  Act,  >f 
1954  to  provide  for  escheat  of  amounts  of  insurance  to  the  insurance  func 
under  such  act  in  the  absence  of  any  claim  for  payment  (H.  Rept.  1610). 
p.  6215 


5.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Ford,  passed  over  without  prejudice 

H.  R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among 
the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  6150 


6.  METRIC  SYSTEM.  On  objection  of  Rep.  Gross,  passed  over  H.  R./?049,  to  provide 
that  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  shall  conduct  a  program  of  investiga¬ 
tion,  research,  and  survey  to  determine  the  practicability/of  the  adoption  by 
the  U.  S.  of  the  metric  system  of  weights  and  measures.  / p.  6150 


7.  TRANSPORTATION.  Received  from  the  Comptroller  Generai/a  report  on  the  audit 
of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation  Doc.  389).  p.  6215 


8.  RECLAMATION.  Both  Hoiiees  received  from  the  Comptr6ller  General  a  report  on  the 
audit  of  the  Tennessee\Valley  Authority  (H.  Doc/  390).  pp.  6215,  6047 
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SENATE 


9.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digd^t"  states  tRat  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

Committee,  on  Apr.  13,  "ordered  favorably  report  with  amendments  S.  2786,  pro¬ 
posed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  1962/  A  summary  of  the  bill,  as  approved 
by  the  committee,  is  as  follows: 


Land  Us/ Adjustment 


>f  the  agricultural  conservation  program 


C 


"1.  Permanent  extension 
on  a  national  basis. 

"2.  Payments  to  producers  under  the\Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act  under  lor/-term  agreements  /not  to  exceed  15  years)  to  con¬ 
serve  and  develop  soil/;  water,  forest,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources. 
Total  payments  are  r/stricted  to  $10  millior\annually. 

"3.  Development  of  more  economic  use  of  lands,  fish  and  wildlife 
projects,  and  assistance  to  local  public  authorities  to  provide  public 
recreation  undei?  the  Bankhead- Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act. 

"4.  Loans  j/nder  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  to  StatVand  Local  public 
agencies  to  parry  out  plans  of  land  conservation  anas^land  utilization, 
such  loans  /o  be  repaid  in  30  years. 

'5.  Payment  of  half  the  cost  of  fish,  wildlife,  an/recreation  im¬ 
provements  involving  land,  easements,  rights-of-way,  andNninimum  basic 
facilities  under  the  Watershed  Act. 

6/;  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  for  recreation  facilities. •' 


Public  Law  480 


"1.  Authorize  long-term  supply  contracts  with  private  trade. 

2.  Make  permissive  rather  than  mandatory  the  authority  to  make^agree- 
ments  with  other  exporting  nations  to  participate  in  long-term  supply 
programs."  ^ 


Feed  Grain  Program 

'  Extends  for  1  year  (through  1963)  the  special  feed  grain  program." 


1962 
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years  has  worked  stanchly  for  the 
ideals  which  free  men  everywhere  live 
by. 

\  Operating  from  a  firm  foundation 
billed  on  the  principles  of  noninterven¬ 
tion,  disapproval  of  territorial  conquest 
by  forceful  means,  legal  equality,  and 
collective  defense,  the  Pan  American 
Union— Hn  its  present  form  as  the  Or¬ 
ganization  of  American  States — stands 
as  the  uniting  force  in  the  American  Re¬ 
publics  for 'common  progress  and  de¬ 
fense.  \ 

Long  a  leadeivin  the  field  of  economic 
and  social  development  in  Latin  America, 
the  OAS  stands  \s  the  first  bulwark 
against  international  communism  in  the 
Western  Hemispheres  This  organiza¬ 
tion,  through  the  yeafcs,  has  been  the 
mediator  of  many  disputes  arising  from 
the  problems  of  starvations lack  of  land, 
the  population  explosion,  and  political 
turmoil.  Today,  the  cooperation  of  all 
the  American  Republics  is  viral  to  the 
success  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress, 
which  will  enable  free  people  of  this 
hemisphere  to  know  an  environment 
composed  of  homes,  work  and  land, 
health,  and  schools.  \ 

The  successes  of  the  OAS  during  the\ 
turbulent  years  since  its  foundation  in 
1890  deserve  the  highest  note  and  can 
serve  well  as  the  guidelines  and  vehicles 
of  the  future  for  peace,  freedom,  and 
the  objectives  of  the  Alliance  for  Prog¬ 
ress  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

Mr.  MERROW.  Mr.  Speaker,  no  do¬ 
mestic  or  foreign  question  engenders 
more  widespread  support  among  the 
American  people  than  the  desire  for 
friendly,  cooperative  relations  with  our 
Latin  American  neighbors.  Year  after 
year  Congress  has  reflected  this  public 
sentiment  with  overwhelming  bipartisan 
support  for  programs  designed  to 
strengthen  inter-American  ties. 

It  is  indeed  a  pleasure  to  join  in  com¬ 
memoration  of  the  72d  anniversary  of  the 
inter-American  system.  The  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States  from  the  fledgling  commercial  bu¬ 
reau  established  in  1898  is  a  great  saga 
in  the  annals  of  mankind’s  struggle  for/ 
international  peace.  / 

The  Organization  of  American  States 
has  piled  up  an  impressive  record/  Its 
success  in  the  peaceful  settlement  jaf  dis¬ 
putes,  for  which  it  has  evolved  ^original 
procedures,  is  unmatched  anywhere  in 
the  world.  The  OAS  also  provides  a 
framework  through  which  differing  views 
on  economic  and  other  matters  can  be 
debated  and  harmonized;  thus  increas¬ 
ing  the  chances  for  anucable  relations. 

We  are  grateful  t/the  precursors  of 
inter- American  unity;  to  those,  like 
Simon  Bolivar,  who  first  envisioned  the 
benefits  to  be  derived  from  peaceful  col¬ 
laboration,  an a  to  the  many  in  later 
years  who,  without  benefit  of  blueprint 
or  precedent;  built  a  living  instrument 
from  Bolivar’s  dream. 

It  is  njzw  our  turn  to  demonstrate  the 
ingenuity  and  devotion  necessary  to  meet 
new  challenges  to  hemisphere  peace  and 
security. 

The  social  injustice  and  human  despair 
prevalent  in  much  of  Latin  America 
/promises  to  erupt  into  revolutionary 
'  chaos  unless  solutions  to  Latin  America’s 
staggering  problems  are  forthcoming. 
Meanwhile,  the  emergence  of  a  Commu¬ 


nist  government  in  Cuba,  dedicated  to 
the  disruption  of  the  pan- American  sys¬ 
tem,  poses  a  severe  threat  to  the  well¬ 
being  of  all  the  Americas.  We  must  de¬ 
vise  new  avenues  of  cooperation  to  safe¬ 
guard  Latin  America  for  the  free  world. 

On  this  anniversary  of  the  founding 
of  the  oldest,  most  successful  interna¬ 
tional  arrangement  in  the  world,  let  us 
join  with  our  fellow  Americans  through¬ 
out  the  Western  Hemisphere  in  renewed 
dedication  to  the  principles  of  freedom 
and  justice  upon  which  our  pan- Ameri¬ 
can  system  is  founded. 


EXTENSION  OP  REMARKS 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  have  permission  to  extend  their 
remarks  in  the  Record  following  the  re¬ 
marks  I  have  just  made;  and  also,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  all  Members  have  5  legis¬ 
lative  days  in  which  to  extend  their  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  on  the  subject  of 
Pan  American  Day. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  fmn 
Illinois?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 


XTHE  LATE  HONORABLE /PEARL 

\  PEDEN  OLDFIELD 

The'SPE AKER .  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Mills].  \  / 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr. /Speaker,  it  is  my 
sad  duty  to 'announce  to  the  House  the 
passing  of  a 'fornfer  Representative  of 
the  Second  District  of  Arkansas,  Hon. 
Pearl  Peden  Cfiofield,  widow  of  the  late 
Honorable  Williana  A.  Oldfield.  Mrs. 
Oldfield  departed  this  life  Thursday, 
having  been  stricken  writh  a  heart  attack 
at  her  home  here  in  Washington. 

Mrs. /Oldfield  won  a  special  election 
for  the  Second  District  oftArkansas,  the 
district  which  I  now  have  the  honor  to 
rejiresent,  on  January  9,  1939,  to  suc¬ 
ceed  her  husband  who  had  represented 
/hat  district  from  March  4,  1989  until 
his  death.  Mrs.  Oldfield  served  during 
the  balance  of  the  70th  Congress\and 
until  March  3,  1931.  She  was  no\  a 
candidate  for  renomination  in  1930.  \ 

Mrs.  Oldfield  was  born  at  Cotton' 
Plant,  Woodruff  County,  Ark.,  on  De¬ 
cember  2,  1876.  She  attended  the  public 
schools  and  Arkansas  College  at  Bates- 
ville,  Ark.  She  married  the  late  Honor¬ 
able  William  A.  Oldfield  in  1901.  Mrs. 
Oldfield  remained  in  Washington  after 
her  retirement  from  Congress  in  March 
1931,  and  continued  active  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Club  and  other  social  and 
charitable  organizations.  However,  she 
retained  her  ties  to  the  Second  District 
of  Arkansas  through  her  many  friends 
and  relatives,  and  maintained  her 
Methodist  Church  membership  in  Bates- 
ville. 

Mrs.  Oldfield  leaves  a  nephew,  retired 
Navy  Capt.  Robert  C.  Peden,  and  a  niece, 
Mrs.  Ellsworth  T.  Kauffman,  of  Kansas 
City. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Mrs.  Oldfield  served  as  a 
Member  of  this  House  with  great  dis¬ 
tinction.  She  was  one  of  the  first 
women  to  succeed  her  husband  in  Con¬ 
gress.  Her  husband,  in  turn,  had  served 


with  great  distinction  as  a  Representa¬ 
tive  until  his  death.  While  her  term  of 
service  was  short,  it  was  characterized 
by  loyal  and  conscientious  devotion  to 
duty  as  a  Representative  of  the'  Second 
District  of  Arkansas.  / 

Mrs.  Oldfield  was  a  /remarkable 
woman,  who  had  courage/  straightfor¬ 
wardness  and  commoiutnse,  together 
with  tolerance  and  understanding.  She 
had  the  characteristic^  which  we  associ¬ 
ate  with  the  finest  Pioneer  woman. 

To  her  intimatris,  Mrs.  Oldfield  was 
known  as  “Miss/Pearl.”  Her  serenity 
and  strength  /were  an  inspiration  to 
many  individuals  much  younger. 

Mrs.  Oldfield  served  during  a  period 
of  great  economic  change — in  the  great 
depression,  She  worked  hard  to  see  to 
it  that/ appropriate  steps  were  taken 
looking  toward  recovery 

Mrs.  Oldfield  was  a  distinguished  and 
able  citizen  of  her  district,  her  State,  and 
her  Nation.  I  know  all  who  had  the 
/privilege  of  knowing  her  will  grieve  her 
passing.  I  extend  to  her  nephew  and 
niece  and  her  many  friends  my  deepest 
sympathy  and  condolences. 


POSTPONEMENT  OF  RECORD  VOTES 

TODAY  UNTIL  WEDNESDAY, 

APRIL  18 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  any  record 
votes,  other  than  those  on  the  adoption 
of  rules  and  procedural  matters,  that  de¬ 
velop  on  Tuesday,  April  17,  be  postponed 
until  Wednesday,  April  18. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mi’.  CORMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  be  corrected.  In  my  remarks  of 
Thursday,  April  12,  on  page  5991,  the  last 
word  at  the  end  of  the  first  sentence  is 
“explanation.”  It  should  be  “refuta¬ 
tion.”  And  in  the  last  paragraph  on 
that  page  the  name  “Hartman”  should 
be  spelled  “Hartmann.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
\the  correction  will  be  made. 

\There  was  no  objection. 


/‘THE  LIBERAL  PAPERS” 

(Mr.\ROOSEVELT  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  re¬ 
gret  that  a  mhst  important  engagement 
prevents  me  from  being  in  the  House  at 
the  time  the  gentleman  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Stafford]  and  his  nine  Republican 
colleagues  intend  to  qiscuss  "The  Liberal 
Papers,”  for  I  wouldHike  to  be  present 
in  view  of  my  previousqomments  in  the 
Record  regarding  this  book.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  I  shall  read  the  Record,  and  in  a 
couple  of  days  comment  on  their  re¬ 
marks.  I  appreciate  the  courtesy  of  my 
colleagues  in  advising  me  that  my  name 
will  be  mentioned  in  connection  with 
their  remarks,  and  I  will  certainly  re¬ 
ciprocate  their  generosity.  \ 
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PENSIONS  FOR  WORLD  WAR  I 
VETERANS 

(Sir.  DENTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minuted 

Mr.  Di^NTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
filed  Discharge  Petition  No.  4,  which 
would  discharge  House  Resolution  585, 
which  makes  in  order  the  consideration 
of  a  bill  (H.R.  5745)  providing  for  pay¬ 
ing  pensions  to  veterans  of  World  War  I. 
World  War  I  has\been  over  for  43  M> 
years.  No  veteransvof  any  other  war 
have  waited  that  long  a  period  before 
receiving  a  pension. 

I  happen  to  be  a  veteraXof  both  World 
War  I  and  World  War  H.  \ cannot  help 
contrasting  the  difference  iik  the  treat¬ 
ment  the  veterans  of  World  War  II  re¬ 
ceived  as  compared  with  those  ofWorld 
War  I.  The  veterans  of  World  War  II 
received  greater  mustering-out  pay\and 
in  addition  they  received  terminal  lea\e, 
and  unemployment  insurance  benefit 
they  had  the  GI  bill  of  rights,  giving' 
them  GI  loans  with  the  right  to  buy  a 
home  or  go  into  business  and  have  edu¬ 
cational  advantages  such  as  a  college 
education  and  on-the-job  training. 

I  would  like  to  remind  Members  on 
my  right  that  the  Democratic  platform 
recognizes  the  fact  that  the  veterans 
of  World  War  I  have  not  been  treated 
the  same  as  the  veterans  of  other  wars 
and  says  that  that  would  be  corrected. 
I  hope  enough  Members  will  sign  this 
discharge  petition  so  we  can  bring  this 
matter  before  Congress. 


PRINCE  GEORGES  COUNTY,  MD„ 
SCHOOL  BOARD 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  6759) 
for  the  relief  of  the  Prince  Georges  Coun¬ 
ty  School  Board,  Maryland. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8962) 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS  IN 
PERMANENT  RECORD 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  extend  my  remarks  on 
the  bill  H.R.  1159,  to  eliminate  the  6-per¬ 
cent  cost  differential  that  favored  Pa¬ 
cific  coast  shipbuilders,  and  that  my  re¬ 
marks  be  placed  in  the  permanent  Rec¬ 
ord  of  the  session  of  the  House,  Thurs¬ 
day,  April  12,  before  the  vote. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 

CONSENT  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Consent  Cal¬ 
endar  day.  The  Clerk  will  call/the  first 
bill  on  the  Consent  Calendar. 

METRIC  SYSTEM  OF  WEIGHTS  AND 
MEASURES 

The  Clerk  called  tfie  bill  (H.R.  2049) 
to  provide  that  the/National  Bureau  of 
Standards  shall  conduct  a  program  of 
investigation,  research,  and  survey  to  de¬ 
termine  the  practicability  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  by  the  T3nited  States  of  the  metric 
system  of  \yeights  and  measures. 

The  SHAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

MiyGROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 


PARAPLEGIC  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

The^Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  4012 
to  amem  section  801  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  assistance?  in 
acquiring  specially  adapted  housing  for 
certain  blind\yeterans  who  have  suffered 
the  loss  or  loss  of  use  of  a  lenver  ex¬ 
tremity. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mi\Speaker ,1  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  thaR  this  )nll  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is\here  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gen^tepjan  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


BURIAL  EXPENSES  OF  CERTAIN 
DECEASED  VETERANS' 

The  Cleyk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  4901) 
to  amend  section  904,  title  38,  United 
States  /5ode,  so  that  burial  allowance 
might/be  paid  in  cases  where  discharged 
were''  changed  by  competent  authority 
after  death  of  the  veteran  from  dishon- 
r'able  to  conditions  other  than  dishon¬ 
orable. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
904,  title  38,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  thereof  the  following  new  sentence: 
“If  the  burial  allowance  was  not  payable  at 
the  death  of  the  veteran  because  of  the 
nature  of  his  discharge  from  the  service,  but 
after  his  death  his  discharge  has  been  cor¬ 
rected  by  competent  authority  so  as  to  re¬ 
flect  a  discharge  from  the  service  under  con¬ 
ditions  other  than  dishonorable,  then  the 
burial  allowance  may  be  paid  if  a  claim  is 
filed  within  two  years  from  whichever  last 
occurs,  the  date  of  correction  of  the  discharge 
or  the  effective  date  of  this  sentence.” 

Sec.  2.  The  amendment  made  by  this  Act 
shall  be  effective  from  the  date  of  approval. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


ESTABLISHING  OFFICES  OF  VET¬ 
ERANS’  ADMINISTRATION  IN  EU¬ 
ROPE,  AUTHORIZING  FURNISHING , 
ABROAD  OF  HOSPITAL  AND  MEDI 
CAL  CARE  FOR  SERVICE-CON¬ 
NECTED  DISABILITIES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R/9561) 
to  amend  section  624  of  title  38/United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  the  furnishing 
abroad  of  hospital  care  and  medical  serv¬ 
ices  for  wartime  service-connected  dis¬ 
abilities. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  tj?is  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudic 
The  SPEAKER. /Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the/genteman  from  Michi¬ 
gan? 

There  was  p6  objection. 


STATUTORY  AWARD  FOR  APHONIA 

The  Guerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  10066) 
to  amend  title  38  of  the  United  States 
Code  to  provide  additional  compensa¬ 
tion  for  veterans  suffering  the  loss  or  loss 
use  of  both  vocal  cords,  with  resulting 
complete  aphonia. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  this  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PAYMENT  OF  THE  COSTS  OF  RE¬ 
SEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  AT 

UNIVERSITIES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  6984) 
to  provide  for  a  method  of  payment  of 
indirect  costs  of  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  contracted  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  at  universities,  colleges,  and  other 
educational  institutions. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Imerica  in  Congress  assembled.  That  here- 
fter  provision  may  be  made  in  cost-type  re¬ 
search  and  development  contracts  (includ¬ 
ing  Vrants)  with  universities,  colleges,  or 
other\educational  institutions  for  payment 
of  reimbursable  indirect  costs  on  the  basis 
of  predetermined  fixed-percentage  rates  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  total,  or  an  element  thereof,  of 
the  reimbursable  direct  costs  incurred. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed^  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


VALIDATION  OF  SPECIAL  STATION 
PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCES  AND 
BASIC  ALLOW ANCES\FOR  QUAR¬ 
TERS  MADE  TO  CERTAIN  COM¬ 
MISSIONED  OFFICERS  PUBLIC 
HEALTH  SERVICE 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.\oi95) 
to  validate  payments  of  certain  special 
station  per  diem  allowances  and  certain 
basic  allowances  for  quarters  made 
good  faith  to  commissioned  officers  ox 
the  Public  Health  Service. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen,  Williams,  De£.,  urged  investigation  of  Billie  Sol  Estes  relations 
with  this  Department.  House/passed  bill  to  permit  sol^.  bank  equipment  to  be  used 
Jor  State  forestry  work, 

HOUSE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Th^  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  "Met 

in  executive  session  on  H,  R.  11222,  the  general  farm  bill.  No  announce¬ 
ments  were  m^ae,  and  the  committee  adjourned  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair." 
p.  D3U0 

2.  SOIL  CONSERVATION ,  Agreed  to  without  amendment  S.  Con.  Res.  62Xcommemorating 

the  twenty-fifth  anniversary  of  the  establishment  of  soil  conserWtion 
districts,  p.  7230 

3.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  8561*,  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees1 
iroup  Life  Insurance  Act  of  195L  to  provide  for  escheat  of  amounts  of  insur¬ 
ance  to  the  insurance  fund  under  such  Act  in  the  absence  of  any  claim  for 
payment,  p.  7228 

FORESTRY.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  9736  to  permit  States 
which  have  been  cooperating  with  the  Federal  Government  in  the  production  of 
forest  tree  seedlings  for  planting  on  conservation  reserve  land  to  continue 
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to  use  the  facilities,  materials,  equipment,  and  improvements  provided 
cooperatively  by  the  Federal  Government  for  the  production  of  such  seedlings 
in  producing  seedlings  which  will  be  needed  to  attain  the  objectives  of  otj; 
"elated  programs,  pp.  7229,  7232-3 


5. 


MINERALS,  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  10566,  to  provide  for  the  withdraws 
orderly  disposition  of  mineral  interests  in  certain  public  lands  in 
Countk.  Arizona,  pp.  7226,  7231-2 


and 


6.  DAIRY;  REPORTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  i|083,  to  reduce  the  frequency 
of  reports\required  of  the  Veterans  1  Administration  on  the  use/of  surplus 
dairy  produces •  p.  7231  / 


7# 


LANDS;  FORES TRY\  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  8JLt3i4,  to 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  and  convey  a  certain  pj 
to  the  city  of  Mount  Shasta,  California,  p.  7231 


ithorize  the 
;el  of  forest  land 


8. 


COOPERATIVES.  PassedVithout  amendment  H.  R.  lO^lks/tc  amend  section  6  of  the 
Agricultural  MarketingXAct  of  192 9,  as  amended,  so/  as  to  reduce  from 
$500,000  to  $150,000  thX. revolving  fund  available  for  subscriptions  to 
capital  stock  of  the  bankK  f or  cooperatives,  jr,  7231 


9. 


SEEDS.  At  the  request  of  Rep\  Poage,  passed/over  without  prejudice  H.  R# 
55U6,  to  amend  the  Federal  Seed  Act,  as  amended,  so  as  to  prohibit  the 
importation  of  any  type  of  seeaSpcreeniq^s.  p.  7231 


10. 


ELECTRIFICATION.  At  the  request  ofNRe^.  Saylor,  passed  over  without  prejudice 
H,  R,  10708,  to  amend  section  203  o^\the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936 
so  as  to  authorize  REA  to  finance  /xjimhunication  facilities  for  the  transmis«» 
sion  of  sounds,  signals,  pictures^  writing,  or  signs  as  well  as  voice, 
p.  7230 


11. 


MARKETING  PENALTIES.  At  the Request  of  Rep.\Pelly,  passed  over  without  pre¬ 
judice  H,  R.  105 9h,  to  ame^a  the  Agricultural\Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  so  as  to  provide^ that  no  penalty  shall  be  collected  with  respect 
to  the  marketing  of  any/agricultural  commodity  grown  for  experimental  pur¬ 
poses  by  any  publicly  y6wned  agricultural  experiment  station  or  by  any 
privately  owned  nonprofit  agricultural  research  anaS^xperiment  station  or 
foundation,  pp,  7^29-30 


SCHOOL  LUNCH.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Ford,  passed  over  without  prejudice 

H.  R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  J22k 


13.  METRIC  SYSTEM.  On  objection  of  Reps.  Gross,  Ford,  and  Hall,  passed  over 

H.  R,  2pu9f  to  provide  that  the  National  Bureau  of  Standards  snSsuLl  conduct 
a  program  of  investigation,  research,  and  survey  to  determine  the^practica- 
of  the  adoption  of  the  U.  S.  of  the  metric  system  of  weight^  and 
measures,  p.  7223 


,  CONSERVATION,  Rep.  Perkins  inserted  an  article  on  the  Youth 
tion  Corps,  "Youth's  Other  Corps."  pp.  7236-7 


Const 


ra- 


TRANS PORTA TION.  Rep.  Wallhauser  discussed  the  transportation  problem,  saying 
"It  is  important  that  we  come  to  grips  with  it  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment... To  neglect  the  transportation  system  that  carries  the  economic 
bloodstream  is  to  risk  national  paralysis."  pp.  7235-6 
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\ouse  of  Representative 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  BrasXamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

Galatians  6 :  9 :  Let  us  not  be  wearifyn 
well  doing;  for  in  due  season  we  shal 
reap,  if  we  faint  not. 

Almighty  and  eternal  God,  in  these 
times  of  crisis  and  confusion,  may  our 
vision  of  Thy  kingdom  of  peace  and 
righteousness  and  of  good  will  among 
men  be  so  clear  and  commanding  that 
we  shall  follow  and  pursue  it  with  all  our 
energy  and  enthusiasm  of  mind  and 
heart. 


Grant  that  in  our  day  and  generation 
there  may  come  into  our  world  a  new 
appreciation  and  sense  of  the  potentiali¬ 
ties  and  possibilities,  the  capabilities  and 
capacities,  of  all  the  members  of  the 
human  family,  whether  white  or  black 
or  brown. 


Teach  us  to  believe  that  no  starry 
ideal  or  aspiration,  vouchsafed  to  our 
finite  spirit,  is  too  high  and  too  holy  to  be 
fulfilled  by  Thy  divine  wisdom  and  that 
out  of  the  dark  nights  of  turmoil  and 
tragedy  there  shall  rise  the  bright  star 
of  faith,  hope,  and  love,  shining  more 
and  more  unto  the  perfect  day. 

Humbly  we  offer  our  prayer  in  the/ 
name  of  our  blessed  Lord.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 


Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  to  a  question  of  the  privilege  of  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will/ 
state  the  question  of  privilege. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Speaker/'  I 
lave  been  subpenaed  to  appear  before 
the  grand  jury  of  the  circuit  court  for 
Montgomery  County,  in  Rockvilje,  Md., 
on  May  8,  1962. 

Un<W  the  precedents  of  th€  House,  I 
am  unable  to  comply  with  this  subpena 
without  the  consent  of  tjpie  House,  the 
privileges  of  the  House /being  involved. 
I,  thereforehsubmit  the  matter  for  the 
consideration \f  this  body. 

Mr.  Speaker, s^nd  to  the  desk  the 
subpena. 

The  SPEAKEjC  \The  Clerk  will  read 
the  subpena. 

The  Clerk  /fead  as  follows : 


In  the  Circuit  Court  for  Montgomery  County, 
Md.,  Sftate  of  MarylamJ.  Montgomery 
County,  to  wit : 

To  the /heriff  of  Montgomery  County,  greet- 
ir 


Y/u  are  hereby  commanded  to  summon 
Hon.  James  Roosevelt,  House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.,  of  Montgomery 
Ao  appear  before  the  Circuit  Court  for 
gomery  County,  to  be  held  at  the  courtho'ts 
in  Rockville,  in  and  for  said  county,  on 
8th  day  of  May  next,  at  11:30  o’clock  a.m.'; 
to  testify  for  grand  jury  against 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
Thursday,  May  3,  1962,  was  / ead  and 
approved. 


A  message  from  thef  Senate  by  Mr. 
McGown,  one  of  itsyclerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  ha  dr passed  a  joint  res¬ 
olution  of  the  following  title,  in  which 
the  concurrency/ of  the  House  is  re¬ 
quested  : 

S.J.  Res.  151/0oint  resolution  permitting 
the  Secretarv/of  the  Interior  to  continue  to 
deliver  wat/f  to  lands  in  the  third  division, 
Riverton  JP'ederal  reclamation  project,  Wyo¬ 
ming. 


Issued  the  2d  day  of  May  1962. 

Clayton  K.  Watkins, 

Clerk. 

L.  T.  Kardy, 

State’s  Attorney. 


PRIVILEGE  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
le  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Roosevelt]  . 


lereas,  by  the  privileges  of  this  House, 
no1'  Member  is  authorized  to  appear  and 
estify,  but  by  order  of  the  House:  There¬ 
fore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  Representative  James  Roo¬ 
sevelt  is  authorized  to  appear  in  response  to 
the  subpena  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  Maryland,  at  such  time  as 
when  the  House  is  not  sitting  in  session;  and 
be  it  further. 

Resolved,  That,  as  a  respectful  answer  to 
the  subpena,  a  copy  of  these  resolutions  be 
submitted  to  the  said  court. 


The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


CHANGE  OF  PROGRAM 


(Mr.  ALBERT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  time  to  advise  the  House  that  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  does  not  de¬ 
sire  to  bring  up  the  bill  H.R.  5546,  the 
importation  of  seed  screenings,  under 
suspension  of  the  rules  today. 


THE  CONSENT  CALENDAR 
The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Consent 
Calendar  day.  The  Clerk  will  call  the 
first  bill  on  the  calendar. 


and  have  you  then  and  there  this  writ. 

Witness,  the  Honorable  Patick  M.  Schnauf- 
fer,  chief  judge  of  our  said  court,  the  5th  day 
of  March  1962. 


PRACTICABILITY  OF  ADOPTING 
THE  METRIC  SYSTEM 


The ' 


The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Albert], 


Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  626)  and 
ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


<lerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  2049)  to 
provide  \that  the  National  Bureau  of 
Standards  xshall  conduct  a  program  of 
investigation,  research,  and  survey  to  de¬ 
termine  the  practicability  of  the  adop¬ 
tion  by  the  Unjted  States  of  the  metric 
system  of  weights  and  measures. 

The  SPEAKER\  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  GROSS,  Miv,  FORD,  and  Mr. 
HALL  objected  and,  under  the  rule,  the 
bill  was  stricken  from  the  calendar. 


Whereas  Representative  James  Roosevelt, 
a  Member  of  this  House,  has  been  served 
with  a  subpena  to  appear  as  a  witness  be¬ 
fore  the  Circuit  Court  for  Montgomery 
County,  Maryland,  to  testify  at  Rockville, 
Maryland,  On  the  eighth  day  of  May  1962, 
before  a  grand  Jury;  and 


PRINCE  GEORGES  CO 

BOARD,  MARYLA 


SCHOOL 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R  6759) 
for  the  relief  of  the  Prince  C  gorges 
County  School  Board,  Maryland. 
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\Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  may  be 
pass&d  over  without  prejudice. 

TheSSPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa?  \ 

There  was  no  objection. 

\  - -  ~ 

AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8962) 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  as  the  proponents  of 
this  legislation  know,  it  does  violate  the 
rules  established  by  the  objectors’  com¬ 
mittee  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  I  think 
it  is  also  well  known  I  intend  to  have  this 
bill  passed  over  indefinitely.  If  the  com¬ 
mittee  chairman  and  others  who  favor  it 
do  not  ask  to  have  it  withdrawn  from  the 
calendar  the  next  time  the  calendar  is 
called  I  will  start  the  process  by  object¬ 
ing  to  have  it  taken  off  the  calendar. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  bill  be  passed  over  without 
prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  r-equest  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PARAPLEGIC  HOUSING  PROGRAM 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  4012) 
to  amend  section  801  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  assistance  in  ac¬ 
quiring  specially  adapted  housing  for 
certain  blind  veterans  who  have  suf¬ 
fered  the  loss  or  loss  of  use  of  a  lower 
extremity. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  this  bill  may  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ESTABLISHING  OFFICES  OF  THE  VA 
IN  EUROPE  / 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  95<U) 
to  amend  section  624  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  to  authorize  the  furnish¬ 
ing  abroad  of  hospital  care  and/medical 
services  for  wartime  service-connected 
disabilities.  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows:  / 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 


America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  subsec¬ 
tion  624(b)  (1),  title  38,  United  States  Code, 
is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  the  word 
“temporarily.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 
“That  section  624(b)(1)  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘temporarily’. 

“Sec.  2.  Section  230  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following: 

“‘(c)  The  Administrator  shall  establish 
and  maintain  offices  in  Europe  to  handle 
claims  for  hospitalization,  compensation, 
pension,  and  other  benefits  by  beneficiaries 
of  the  Veterans’  Administration.’ 

“Sec.  3(a).  The  text  of  section  235  of  title 
38,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  ‘or  to  the  Veterans’  Administration 
offices  established  in  Europe  pursuant  to 
section  230(c)  of  this  title’  immediately  after 
‘Republic  of  the  Philippines’  both  places  it 
appears. 

“(b)  The  catchline  of  section  235  of  title 
38,  United  States  Code,  and  item  235  of  the 
Sinalysis  of  chapter  3  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  are  each  amended  by  striking 
oAin  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘at  oversea  offices.’  ” 

TheVommittee  amendment  was  agreed 

to.  \  / 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas.  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  bill  asNreported  authorizes  the  Vet¬ 
erans’  Administration  to  provide^fiospital 
and  medical  care  for  service-connected 
veterans  who  ato  U.S.  citizens  residing 
abroad.  The  present  autlmrity  permits 
such  care  and  treatment  only  if  the  vet¬ 
eran  is  residing  abroad  temporarily. 

The  Veterans’  Administration  in  its 
favorable  report  on /thte  aspect  of  the 
legislation  makes  me  significant  point 
that  the  enactment  of  the  bill  would 
eliminate  the  requirement  un^er  existing 
law  for  determining  whether  V  not  the 
veteran  is  residing  temporarily\or  per¬ 
manently,  sy  fact  which  has  in  sotoe  in¬ 
stances  presented  administrative  Niiffi- 
culty.  Tne  agency  also  states  that\he 
distinction  between  temporary  and  per¬ 
manent  residents  insofar  as  hospitaliza^ 
tioy and  medical  care  is  concerned  is 
difficult  to  support. 

/  As  of  last  June  there  were  4,398  veter¬ 
ans  living  abroad  exclusive  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  who  are  receiving  compensation 
for  service-connected  disabilities.  Dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1961,  medical  services  were 
furnished  approximately  2,653  veterans 
who  are  abroad  on  a  temporary  basis 
at  a  total  cost  of  $68,964  or  an  average 
annual  expenditure  of  $26  per  veteran. 
Assuming  that  the  total  number  of  serv¬ 
ice-connected  veterans  on  the  rolls  would 
be  permanent  residents  and  that  their 
numbers  would  remain  unchanged  and 
receive  medical  care,  the  annual  cost  as 


a  result  of  this  bill  would  be  approxi¬ 
mately  $114,000.  y 

The  Veterans’  Administration  recom/ 
mends  the  approval  of  this  section /of 
H.R.  9561  and  the  Department  of  State 
has  offered  no  opposition  to  enactment 
of  this  section.  / 

The  committee  has  added  section  2  as 
an  amendment  to  the  bill,  authorizing 
the  Veterans’  Administration  to  estab¬ 
lish  offices  in  Europe  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  compensation/ pension,  edu¬ 
cation  and  training,  aha  miscellaneous 
benefits  over  which  this  agency  has  juris¬ 
diction.  During  fiscal  year  1961,  this 
amounted  to  approximately  $18  million 
and  covered  all  oi  the  countries  in  Eu¬ 
rope  and  in  Octooer  1961,  as  an  example, 
resulted  in  a  disbursement  of  payments 
approximately  $1,377,000.  This  program 
is  presently  administered  through  at¬ 
taches  for  veterans’  affairs  located  in 
Frankfu/t,  Germany;  London,  England; 
Paris, ^France;  and,  Rome  Italy.  These 
4  offices  total  23  local  employees  and  6 
veterans’  affairs  officers  serving  as  at¬ 
taches  or  officers  with  rank  in  the  For- 
£ gn  Service  officers  classification.  The 
■'committee  believes  it  desirable  to  cen¬ 
tralize  administration  and  responsibility 
for  the  payment  of  VA  benefits  abroad 
in  the  VA. 

Of  course,  this  is  already  done  in  the 
Philippines,  the  only  country  where  a 
large  scale  of  benefits  are  paid  rather 
than  in  Europe  and  there  is  no  reason 
to  think  that  the  centralization  of  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  administration  of  the 
VA  would  result  in  any  additional  or 
expansion  of  personnel.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  there  might  be  some  savings  in 
administration. 

Section  3  of  the  bill  provides  for  VA 
employees  in  European  offices  to  have 
the  same  benefits  and  privileges  given 
the  employees,  who  are  American  citi¬ 
zens,  of  the  office  in  the  Philippines. 

The  cost  of  operating  an  office  in  Eu¬ 
rope  under  VA  auspices  would  not  ex¬ 
ceed  present  costs  borne  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  annually,  which  now 
amounts  to  $37,735  for  the  six  American 
^employees  and  approximately  $61,000  for 
local  employees. 

Ra.sk  unanimous  consent  to  include  as 
parKpf  my  remarks  a  chart  prepared  by 
the  Veterans’  Administration  showing  the 
distribution  of  payments  made  in  Eu¬ 
rope  foAthe  purpose  of  compensation, 
pension,  and  education  and  training  dur¬ 
ing  the  month  of  December  1961,  as  well 
as  a  similar  ctmrt  showing  the  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  same  area  and  the  same 
benefits  for  the  first  6  months  of  fiscal 
year  1962.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  ■  \ 
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JN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPKESENTATI VES 

Mat  9, 1902 

Mr.  Bailey  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Libor 


A  BILL 

To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representor 

2  lives  of  die  United  States  of  A  merica  in  Conyress  assembled, 

3  That  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended 

4  to  read  as  follows: 


u 


6 


APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZED 
“Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized 

7  to  he  appropriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 

8  wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable 

9  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
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‘Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other 
than  section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“apportionments  to  states 

“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this 
Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion 
among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year 
for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two 
factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2) 
the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  ap¬ 
portionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  method :  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multi¬ 
plying  factors  (1)  and  (2)  ;  second,  divide  this  index  by 
the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States  (exclusive  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967)  ;  and 
third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  he 
apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  ap- 
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portioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available 
under  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining 
States  in  the  same  manner.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the 
period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30.  1967, 
the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000 
each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the 
funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the 
amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “and  less  the  amount  apportioned 
to  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “,  less  the  amount  apportioned  by 
him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds 
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as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17, 
inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State 
is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the 
State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  recpiirements  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for 
the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  redesignated  as  section  12  and  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
thereof  are  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither 
the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement 
with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any 
school. 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“  (l)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Bico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

“  (2)  'State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State 
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legislature  may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school 
officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruc¬ 
tion,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer) ,  or 
(B)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501  (c)  (3) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“  (4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used 
by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
schoolchildren. 

“  (5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means  a  num¬ 
ber  equal  to  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  com¬ 
bination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in 
the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

“  (6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capital  income  equal 
to  or  greater  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  less 
than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained 
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by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
all  the  States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
such  State,  except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  9 
for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph 
(i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State 
and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certi¬ 
fied  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce; 
and  (ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for 
periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

“  (7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 
school  of  high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect 
to  Puerto  Rico,  sball  also  include  nonprofit  child-care 
centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto 
Rico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  section  10  thereof 
the  following  new  section: 
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“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools  draw¬ 
ing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping-  such  schools  to  meet  the 
requirements  established  in  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of 
lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such 
lunches.” 

Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  July  1,  1962. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sens.  Williams,  DeY.  ,  and  Mundt  inserteckitems  urging  investigation  of 
Estes  case.  Senate  passed  measure  extending  time  for  proclaiming  1963  wheat  market- 
jig  quotas.  Senate  committee?  reported  Interior  and  related  agencies  appropriation 
bill.  Sen.  Carlson  discussed  possible  effects  of  trade  expansion  bill  on  agricul¬ 
ture.  Sen.  Humphrey  urgecr  greater  use  of  USDA  personnel  irk  foreign  aid  program. 

Reps.  Michel  and  Gross  criticized  USDA  relations  with  EstesX  House  committee  voted 
to  report  farm  bill.  '  Hdu fee ' subcommittee  voted  to. repdrt  bill\to  prohibit  importa¬ 
tion  of  seed  screenings.  House  committee  voted  to  report  bill\:o  revise  school  lunch 
fund  apportionment  fpfmula, 

HOUSE 


1. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  /The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  Committee  "Met  in 
executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  H. \*.  11222 
(amended) , /the  general  farm  bill."  p.  D355 

Rep.  Michel  criticized  the  USDA  saying,  "all  Americans  are  concerned  over 
this  master  of  favoritism  practiced  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture.\  pp. 

7575- 

R^p,  Schwengel  called  for  an  immediate  investigation  of  this  Department  and 
saio,  "The  example  of  what  Billie  Sol  Estes  has  been  able  to  do,  makes  mai 
fericans  wonder  how  many  more  operators  of  this  kind  are  getting  away  with\the 
lame  type  of  manipulation  and  misuse  of  their  ties  to  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture."  pp.  7609-11 


.  SEEDS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Livestock  and  Feed 
Grains  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  "in  executive  session,  ordered  reported 


2 


favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  5546,  to  amend  the  Federal  Seed  Act  wit] 
respect  to  screenings  of  seed."  p.  D355 


3. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Education  and  Labor 
Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  "H.  R.  11665  (a  clean 
bill  introduced  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  8962) ,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act." 
p.  D356 


PERSONNEL.  \The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Education  and  Labo/  Committee 
voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  "H.  R.  11677  (a  pie an  bill  intro¬ 
duced  in  lieu\of  11634),  to  prohibit  discrimination  on  account  of  sex  in  the 
payment  of  wage‘s  by  certain  employers  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  the  production 
of  goods  for  conmerce  and  to  provide  for  the  restitution  cyt.  wages  lost  by  em¬ 
ployees  by  reason \f  any  such  discrimination."  p.  D356 


TERRITORIES.  The  Subcommittee  No.  2  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  voted  to 
report  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  10937,  to  amend  the  act  providing  for  the 
economic  and  social  development  of  the  Ryukyu  Islands.  p.  D355 

The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 

S.  1742,  to  authorize  Federal  assistance  to  Guajrt,  American  Samoa,  and  the 
Trust  Territory, of  the  Pacifrq  Islands  in  major  disasters,  p.  D357 


6.  EDUCATION.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  trhe  Education  and  Labor  Committee 

voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  "H.  R.  11559  (a  clean  bill  to  be 
introduced) ,  to  amend  the  act  of  August/30,  1890,  to  eliminate  the  provisions 
thereof  authorizing  Federal  contributions  for  the  maintenance  of  schools  of 
higher  education  in  which  racial  segregation  is  practiced.'*  p.  D356 


7.  WHEAT.  The  Agriculture  Committee  Was  granted  until  midnight  Friday  to  file  a 
report  on  H.  J.  Res.  710,  to  defer  the  proclamation  of  marketing  quotas  and 
acreage  allotments  for  the  196/  crop  of  wheats^  p.  7590 

Rep.  Feighan  discussed  the/ recent  agreement\between  Canada  and  Red  China  for 
the  sale  of  wheat  and  barley,  saying,  "Today  a  hew  speculation  has  developed  on 
the  full  meaning  of  the  Canadian-Red  Chinese  grarn  deal  ...  as  to  how  much  of 
the  wheat  and  barley  contacted  for  is  actually  being  delivered  to  Red  China  ar/^ 
how  much  is  in  fact  being  delivered  to  the  Russians\  p.  7595 


8.  RECLAMATION.  Received  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  a  report  on  a  review  of  the 
Columbia  River  and/tributaries  (H.  Doc.  403).  p.  7625 


9.  BANKING.  Received  from  Treasury  a  report  of  the  National  Advisory  Council  on 
International/Monetary  and  Financial  Problems  (H.  Doc.  402) .  \p.  7625 


10.  FOREIGN  TRAJ3E.  Rep.  Mills  inserted  President  Kennedy's  address  o\  foreign  policy 
delivere^/in  New  Orleans,  pp.  7593-5 

Repy'James  C.  Davis  criticized  H.  R.  9900,  the  proposed  Trade  Expansion  Act 
of  196-2.  pp.  7615-6 


11. 


PATENTS.  Rep.  Daddario  commented  on  the  "present  status  of  efforts  to  arrive  at 
common  patent  policy  for  inventions  arising  from  the  research  and  development 
activities  financed  in  part  or  wholly  by  the  Federal  Government."  pp.  7595\6 


!¥•  RESEARCH.  Rep.  Meader  expressed  concern  over  the  intention  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  "to  include  in  all  appropriation  bills  in  this  Congress  a  provision 
limiting  indirect  costs  on  research  grants  to  15  percent  of  direct  costs,"  urged 
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Maj.  Leslie  W.  Williams,  executive  officer  of  the  Con- 
lecticut  State  Police;  Keith  Mossman,  National  District 
attorneys’  Association;  Leonard  E.  Reisman,  deputy 
police  commissioner,  New  York  City;  Joseph  Laurano, 
chieKassistant  district  attorney  for  Suffolk  County, 
Mass. pCapt.  C.  W.  Magha,  chief,  investigation  division, 
Maryland.  State  Police;  Brendon  Byrne,  Essex  County 
(N.J.)  district  attorney;  Stanley  R.  Schrotel,  chief  of 
police,  Cincinnati;  Leonard  Mellon,  chief  assistant  at¬ 
torney  general  dor  the  State  of  Florida;  Frank  O’Con¬ 
nor,  Queens  Cohnty  (N.Y.)  district  attorney;  and 
Joseph  Nugent,  attorney  general  for  the  State  of  Rhode 
Island. 


D355 

/ 


CIVIL  SERVICE  RETIREMENT 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Retirement  held  hearings  on  S.  1337  and 
S.  3164,  increasing  from  18  to  21  the  maximum  age  for 
schoolchildren  receiving  benefits  under  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Act,  and  S.  2937,  relating  to  increasing  civil 
service  retirement  annuities.  Testimony  was  received 
from  Senator  Javits;  John  W.  Macy,  J<  Chairman,  Civil 
Service  Commission;  Phillip  S.  Hughes,  Assistant  Di¬ 
rector  for  Legislative  Reference,  Bureau  of  the  Budget; 
and  John  P.  Snyder,  National  Association  of  Post¬ 
masters. 

Hearings  continue  on  Thursday,  May  17 


ouse  of  Representatives 


Chamber  Action 


Bills  Introduced:  23  public  bills,  FRR.  11690-1 1712; 
8  private  bills,  H.R.  11713-11720;  and  6  resolutions,  H.J. 
Res.  712-715  and  H.  Res.  635  and  636,  were  introduced. 

Pag*s  7625-7626 

Bill  Reported:  One  report  was  filed  as  follows:  H.R. 
8845,  to  amend  U.S.  Code  with  respect  to  obstruction  of 
investigations  and  inquiries,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1671). 

*  Page  765 

Quarters  Allowance  Increase:  House  passed  FL 
1 1221,  to  increase  die  basic  allowance  for  quarters  of 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  and  to  make  perma¬ 
nent  the  Dependents  Assistance  Act  of  1950,  as  amended. 
H.  Res.  632,  the  open  rule  under  which  thb  bill  was 
considered  had  been  adopted  earlier  by  a  voice  vote. 

Pages  7576-7581 

White  House  Police  Force:  By  a  vo ytt  vote  the  House 
passed  H.R.  11261,  to  authorize  an  adequate  White 
House  Police  force.  The  bill  authorizes  an  increase  in 
the  force  of  80  members  to  a  total  of  250.  H.  Res.  634, 
the  rule  making  in  order  the ^consideration  of  the  legis¬ 
lation,  had  been  adopted  e^flier  by  a  voice  vote. 

Pages  7581-7590 

Legislative  ProgramyThe  legislative  program  for  the 
week  of  May  14-19/was  announced  by  the  majority 
leader.  /  Page  7590 

Calendar  Wednesday:  Agreed  to  dispense  with  Cal¬ 
endar  Wednesday  business  of  May  16.  page  7590 

Wheat  Allotments:  The  Committee  on  Agriculture 
was  granfed  permission  to  file  by  midnight  Friday  a 
report An  H.J.  Res.  710,  to  defer  the  proclamation  of 
marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  the  1963 

Crop  of  wheat.  Page  7590 

Juorum  Calls:  During  the  proceedings  of  the  House 
today  two  quorum  calls  developed  and  they  appear  on 
pages  7581  and  7590. 


Program  for  Monday:  Adjourned  at  4:16  p.m.  until 
Monday,  May  14,  at  12  o’clock  noon.  For  program 
see  Congressional  Program  Ahead  in  this  Digest. 

Committee  Meetings 

general  farm  bill 

committee  on  Agriculture:  Met  in  executive  session 
'and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  H.R.  11122 
(amended),  the  general  farm  bill. 

SEEDS 

s Committee  on  Agriculture:  Subcommittee  on  Livestock 
and  Feed  Grains,  in  executive  session,  ordered  reported 
favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.R.  5546,  to  amend  the 
Federal  Seed  Act  with  respect  to  screenings  of  seed. 

Prior\to  taking  action  on  the  bill,  the  subcommittee 
held  an  open  hearing  with  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  public  witnesses. 

RYUKYU  ISLANDS 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  Subcommittee  No.  2 
met  in  executive  sesMon  and  ordered  reported  favorably 
to  the  full  committeexLR.  10937, to  amend  die  act  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  economic\and  social  development  of  the 
Ryukyu  Islands. 

Prior  to  taking  action  on\the  measure,  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  in  an  open  hearing,  heard  testimony  from  Lt. 
Gen.  Paul  W.  Caraway,  High  Gpmmissioner,  Ryukyu 
Islands. 

RESERVE  POSTURE 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  Subcommittee  No.  3 
continued  hearings  on  Reserve  posture  and\recall  of  the 
reservists,  and  heard  testimony  from  Alfred  B.  Fitt, 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  (Manpower);  Lt.  Ge\.  R.  W. 
Colglazier,  Jr.,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  (Logistics )\other 
Department  of  die  Army  witnesses;  and  a  GenerahAc- 
counting  Office  official. 
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rENSE  PRODUCTION  ACT 


DEFENSE  SUPPLY  AGENCY 


Conhnittec  on  Banking  and  Currency :  Subcommittee 
No.  i  Continued  hearings  on  H.R.  11500,  to  extend  the 
Defense  Production  Act  of  1950.  Testimony  was  given 
by  LutherHodges,  Secretary  of  Commerce;  and  James 
Davis,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense.  Ad¬ 
journed  subjecnp  call  of  the  Chair. 

URBAN  MASS  TRANSPORTATION 

Committee  on  Banting  and  Currency :  Subcommittee 
No.  3  continued  heanhgs  on  H.R.  11158,  and  related 
bills,  to  provide  additiorhd  assistance  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  comprehensive  andvcoordinated  mass  transpor¬ 
tation  systems  in  metropolitan  and  other  urban  areas. 
Testimony  was  given  by  DavkiL.  Lawrence,  Governor, 
Pennsylvania;  John  A.  Volpe,  'Governor,  Massachu¬ 
setts;  and  public  witnesses.  Hearings  continue  Friday, 
May  11. 

COMMITTEE  BUSINESS 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  Met  hi  executive 
session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  the 
following  bills : 

H.R.  11677  (a  clean  bill  introduced  in  lieu  of  1^34), 
to  prohibit  discrimination  on  account  of  sex  in  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  wages  by  certain  employers  engaged  in  cor 
merce  or  in  the  production  of  goods  for  commerce  and' 
to  provide  for  the  restitution  of  wages  lost  by  employees 

by  reason  of  any  such  discrimination ; _ 

"  H.R.  11665  (a  clean  bill  introduced  in  lieu  of  H.R. 
8962),  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  as¬ 
sistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act; 

TOT  1 1:537,  to  permit  employer  contributions  fof  joint 
industry  promotion  of  products  in  certain  iprstances; 
and 

H.R.  1 1559  (a  clean  bill  to  be  introduced'),  to  amend 
the  act  of  August  30,  1890,  to  eliminate/the  provisions 
thereof  authorizing  Federal  contributions  for  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  schools  of  higher  education  in  which  racial 
segregation  is  practiced. 

The  committee  considered  tV.K.  10145,  to  improve 
the  quality  of  elementary  aim  secondary  education. 
Also  considered,  and  tableg  without  prejudice,  H.R. 
11644,  to  direct  the  Commissioner  of  Education  to  assist 
in  the  establishment  of  p Carver  Memorial  Library. 

FOREIGN  AID 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  Continued  markup,  in 
executive  session/ :>f  the  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1962. 
No  announcerrfents  were  made. 

FAR  EAST/PACIFIC 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  Subcommittee  on  Far 
East  and  Pacific  met  in  executive  session  with  W. 
Averell  Harriman,  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Far 
Eastern  Affairs. 


Committee  on  Government  Operations :  Subcommittee 
on  Military  Operations  held  a  hearing  to  review  tne 
operations  of  the  new  Defense  Supply  Agency  \\y  the 
Defense  Department.  Heard  testimony  from  B/nard 
L.  Boutin,  Administrator,  General  Services  /Agency, 
accompanied  by  another  GSA  official;  and  C/neral  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  representatives. 

U.S.-COMMUNIST  AID  TO  CAMBODIA 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  Foreign  Operations  and  Monetary  Affairs  held  a 
hearing  on  commingling  of  UA.-Communist  aid  to 
Cambodia.  Heard  testimony/from  Agency  for  Inter¬ 
national  Development  officials;  and  a  public  witness. 
Hearings  continue  FridayyMay  11. 

NATIONAL  WILDERNESS  PRESERVATION 

Committee  on  Inte/ior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Public /Lands  heard  testimony  from  Repre¬ 
sentative  Davis  m  Tennessee;  and  public  witnesses,  on 
S.  174,  and  rented  bids,  to  establish  a  National  Wilder¬ 
ness  Preservation  System.  Hearings  continue  Friday, 
May  11. 


LOAI 


-AIRLINES 


Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Transportation  and  Aeronautics  con- 
luded  hearings  on  H.R.  10129,  regarding  extension  of 
guaranteed  loans  to  airlines:  Testimony  was  given  by 
Clarice  D.  Martin,  Jr.,  Under  Secretary  for  Transpor¬ 
tation, 'Department  of  Commerce;  and  public  witnesses. 

privat\claims 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  2  met 
in  executive  session  and  took  action  on  several  private 
claim  bills. 

COPYRIGHTS 

Committee  on  the  Juakdary:  Subcommittee  No.  3  con¬ 
cluded  hearings  on  H.RN6354,  to  provide  (1)  criminal 
penalties  for  the  counterfehmg  of  phonograph  records, 
and  (2)  civil  remedies  for  infringement  of  mechanical 
rights  in  copyrighted  music.  NHeard  testimony  from 
Representative  Celler;  AbrahanaL.  Kamin stein,  Regis¬ 
ter  of  Copyrights,  Library  of  Congress;  and  public 
witnesses. 

COURT  JURISDICTION 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary :  Sub  com  m  i  1 1  e\N  o .  5  met 
in  executive  session  and  ordered  adversely  reported  to 
the  full  committee  H.R.  5344,  to  withdraw  from  the 
district  courts  jurisdiction  of  suits  brought  by  fiduciaries 
who  have  been  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  creating 
diversity  of  citizenship  between  the  parties. 

Also  announced  that  hearings  will  be  held  May  22' 
on  H.R.  10185,  and  related  bills,  regarding  wiretapping. 
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Rep.  Wright  defended  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  Jerry  Hollenan,  saying, 
"I  will  continue  to  believe,  until  some  proof  to  the  contrary  is  given,  that 
■his  honest  man  was  not  in  any  way  involved  in  anything  of  a  scandalous  nurture 
a  dishonorable  intent."  p.  7628 

iep.  Dole  said,  "Secretary  Freeman  stated  over  the  weekend  that  he  ^Tould 
discharge  any  Agriculture  Department  officials  whose  actions  were  of/doubtful 
id  perhaps  the  Secretary  should  start  with  himself."  p.  76; 

Rep.  ''C anno n  inserted  a  memorandum  from  Horace  D.  Godfrey,  Administrator, 
ASCS,  to  \he  State  ASC  committeemen  and  State  executive  directors  discussing 
the  Estes  controversy,  pp.  7636-7 


12.  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  without  amend- 
ment  H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  c^sh  assistance  funds 

_ among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  (H,  Rept.  1673).  p.  7648 

Both  Houses  received  from  D  C,  a  proposed  bill  "to 

Columbia  Public  SchobJ.  Food  Services  Act";  to  D.  C.  C 


end  the  District  of 

ittees.  pp.  7648,  7660 


1 


13.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Mon^gan  discussed  H.  R.  9900,  the  proposed  Trade  Expansion 
Act  of  1962,  saying,  "It  vs  encouraging  to  find  evidence  that  the  committee  is 
moving  back  toward  the  established  escape-clauser  procedures  and  I  hope  that  the 
committee  may  continue  to  improve  the  bill  so /that  it  may  be  worthyof  support," 
p.  7627 

Rep.  Bow  criticized  the  Pres\dent's  spe^h  at  New  Orleans  on  H.  R.  9900. 
p.  7640 


14.  FEED  GRAINS.  Rep.  Findley  criticizecKUgDA  administration  of  the  feed  grains 

program  and  inserted  correspondence  supporting  his  position  from  several  unions. 


pp.  7640-3 


15.  PERSONNEL.  The  Subcommittee  of  tKe  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted 
to  report  to  the  full  committey'H.  R.  10685\a  clean  bill  to  be  introduced)  to 
provide  payment  of  certain  amounts  and  restoration  of  employment  benefits  to 
certain  Federal  officers  and'  employees  improperly  deprived  thereof,  p.  D364 


T 


TRANSPORTATION.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  the  annual  report  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seawa^/Development  Corporation,  19v\  (H.  Doc.  404).  pp.  7629, 
7659 


17.  LANDS.  Both  Houses /deceived  from  Interior  a  certification  as  to  adequacy  of 

soil  survey  and  Land  classification  of  the  lands  in  the  so^th  Gila  Valley  unit, 
Yuma  Mesa  division,  Gila  project,  Ariz.  pp.  7648,  7660 


18.  STOCKPILES.  B6th  Houses  received  from  Defense  the  third  report \n  property  ac¬ 
quisitions  /or  stockpile  purposes,  pp.  7648,  7660 


19. 


ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Both  Houses  received  from  AEC  a  proposed  bill  "to  aub|iorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  in  accordance  with  section  261  of 
the  A/otnic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended";  to  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy. 
pp.//648,  7660 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


20/ SMALL  BUSINESS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Sparkman  inserting  an  address  by 
Sen.  Moss  stressing  Government  aids  to  small  businessmen  by  Departments  and 
agencies,  pp.  A3546-9 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Sparkman  favoring  adoption  of  the  SBA  simpli¬ 
fied  bank  loan  otoaram.  and  inserting  an  article  on  this  subject,  pp.  A3574-5 


^TURAL  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Goodling  urging  increased  ir 
t\rests  in  conservation  practices  and  inserting  a  prize-winning  essay  on  t^is 
subject,  p.  A3550 


22.  FOREIGNsAID.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Collier  stating  that  "a  review  of 

the  broad  program  of  foreign  aid  over  the  past  15  years  does  not  present  a  very 


pleasant Npicture.”  p.  A3552 


Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Michel  inserting  an  article,  "Aid  In  Per¬ 


spective 


A3555 


23.  TAXATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  inserting  an  article,  "Why  The  Tax 


Bill  Scares  Businessmen,"  and  stating  that  it  not  only  analyzes  some  of  the 
provisions  of  theNbill,  but  also  the  impact  and  reflections  jwhich  adoptions  of 
its  recommendationsywould  have  upon  the  business  world.  pp%  A3557-8 


PRICES.  Extension  of  Remarks  of  Rep.  Mack  expressing  his/support  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  quality  and  price\stabilization  legislation,  p.  /A3558 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Holified  inserting  articles  in  support  of  this 
proposed  legislation.  pp.\A3568-9,  A3571 


TAXATION.  Extension  of  remark's  of  Rep.  Betts  inserting  James  M.  Ashley's  state¬ 
ment  before  the  Ways  and  Means \Commit tee  on  the  Proposed  trade  expansion  bill 
and  stating  that  the  statement  rs  generally  recognized  as  one  of  the  clearest 
and  strongest  presentations  againaf  some  of  tpe  more  controversial  sections, 
pp.  A3579-82 


26. 


FORESTRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  RepXGary  inserting  Charles  B.  Stauf facher '  s 
address  on  the  "past,  present,  and  future  of  forestry  operations  in  the  South." 
pp.  A3583-5 


BILLS  INTRODUCE 


SUGAR.  H.  R.  11725,  by  Rep.  Abernathy,  S.  3290\t>y  Sen.  Ellender  (for  himself 
and  others),  H.  R.  11730,  by  Rep/  Cooley,  and  h\r.  11738,  by  Rep.  Rogers,  Tex., 
to  amend  and  extend  the  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended;  to  '■ 
H.  Agriculture  and  S.  Finance /Committees.  \  ( 


28.  SOIL  BANK.  H.  R.  11727,  by  /Rep.  Berry,  and  H.  R.  1173SK  by  Rep.  Short,  to  amend 
the  Soil  Bank  Act  so  as  tar  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  permit  the 
harvesting  of  hay  on  coryservation  reserve  acreage  under  certain  conditions;  to 
Agriculture  Committee. 


PURCEIASING.  H.  R.  11/36,  by  Rep.  Matthews,  to  amend  section  2304  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code/to  provide  that  military  procurement  agencies  shall  comply 
with  State  minimuin  price  laws  for  certain  perishable  subsistence\items;  to 
Armed  Services  Committee. 


30.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  /  H.  R.  11743,  by  Rep.  Vinson,  to  amend  the  provisions  df  title  III 
of  the  Feder/l  Civil  Defense  Act  of  1950,  as  amended;  to  Armed  Service^  Commit¬ 
tee. 

-0- 

C0MMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

May  15:  Sugar  legislation,  H.  Agriculture  (domestic  producers  to  testify). 

Federal  ndy  bill,  H.  Civil  Service  (Murphy  to  testify). 

REA  financing  of  communication  facilities  in  addition  to  voice,  and  elimination  o) 
penalties  on  commodities  grown  by  certain  publicly  owned  or  privately  owned  non^ 
profit  institutions,  H.  Rules. 

Watershed  projects,  S.  Agriculture. 
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87th  Congress 

2d  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Report 
No.  1673 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


May  14,  1962. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Powell,  from  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11665] 

The  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  to  whom  was  referred  the 
bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance 
funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

Purpose  of  Legislation 

The  bill  makes  the  following  changes  in  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act: 

1.  The  formula  for  apportionment  of  cash  assistance  funds  among 
the  States  is  based  upon  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year,  including  those  served  without  milk  as  a  beverage,  and  the 
assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  Under  existing  law,  funds  are 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  total  school-age  population.  During  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  the  cash  assistance 
funds  will  be  distributed  under  existing  law  and  one-half  under  the 
new  formula. 

2.  A  special  assistance  fund  is  authorized  to  assist  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and 
which  are  not  financially  able,  with  the  basic  assistance  provided 
under  the  act,  to  (1)  operate  a  lunch  program  or  (2)  meet  the  need  lor 
free  or  substantially  reduced  price  lunches  among  those  children  unable 
to  pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch.  (Criteria  for  administering  this 
provision  (sec.  11)  are  set  forth  below  in  this  report.) 

3.  The  method  is  revised  for  dividing  the  State’s  share  of  the  cash 
assistance  funds  between  public  and  private  schools,  when  such  a 
division  is  necessary,  because  State  statutes  prevent  the  State  agency 
from  disbursing  funds  to  private  schools.  The  bill  provides  that  di- 
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vision  be  made  on  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  each  type  of 
school  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  resulting  in  the  same  average  per 
meal  rate  in  both  public  and  private  schools. 

4.  American  Samoa  is  brought  into  the  program. 

These  changes  have  been  recommended  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Background  of  Legislation 

Federal  assistance  to  school  lunch  programs  began  in  the  mid- 
thirties.  Foods  acquired  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  under 
surplus  removal  programs  were  donated  to  schools  to  help  provide  fiee 
lunches  to  needy  children.  This  surplus  purchase  and  donation  oper¬ 
ation  was  carried  out  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of  the  act  of 
August  24,  1935.  Section  32  provides  a  permanent  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for  the  general  purpose  of 
expanding  domestic  and  export  markets  for  agricultural  commodities. 
Since  its  enactment  the  Department  has  stepped  into  the  market,  when 
necessary,  to  remove  a  surplus  supply  and  has  donated  the  purchased 
supplies  to  schools,  charitable  institutions,  and  needy  families.  The 
Department’s  surplus  food  donation  authority  was  further  expanded 
by  section  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  which  authorizes  dona¬ 
tions  of  food  commodities  acquired  by  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  under  the  price-support  program. 

In  the  1930’s,  as  well  as  in  the  present  period,  the  volume  and  kinds 
of  surplus  foods  available  for  donation  to  schools  varied  from  year  to 
year  depending  upon  marketing  conditions.  Nonetheless,  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  these  foods  did  stimulate  the  inauguration  of  school  feeding 
projects  and,  by  1940,  over  2  million  children  were  participating  in 
school  lunch  programs  that  were  receiving  Federal  surplus  foods. 

By  1943  the  wartime  demand  for  food  had  virtually  eliminated  the 
surplus  problem  in  agriculture  and  in  March  of  that  year  the  Depart¬ 
ment  announced  that  section  32  funds  would  be  used  to  support  the 
school  lunch  program  through  a  reimbursement  system.  Under  it, 
schools  were  to  receive  cash  payments  to  make  local  purchases  of  food 
for  the  lunch  program.  Surplus  food  donations  were  to  continue,  but 
during  the  war  period  they  were  largely  limited  to  occasional  supplies 
of  seasonal  surpluses  of  items  such  as  potatoes  and  cabbage. 

As  established  in  1943,  this  cash  assistance  lunch  program  was 
basically  similar  to  the  present  national  school  lunch  program  with 
respect  to  nutritional  standards,  free  lunches  for  children  unable  to 
pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch,  and  the  requirement  that  schools 
operate  their  lunch  programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  The  maximum 
basic  Federal  cash  reimbursement  per  meal  was  9  cents,  as  at  present. 

For  the  next  3  fiscal  years — 1944  through  1946 — the  authority  to 
operate  a  cash  reimbursement  program  with  section  32  funds  was 
contained  in  the  annual  appropriation  bill  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  program  expanded  rapidly  after  the  inauguration 
of  the  cash  reimbursement  assistance  and  by  the  fiscal  year  1946 
about  4  million  children  were  participating.  In  this  period  the  de¬ 
partments  of  education  in  many  States  began  to  take  a  more  active 
interest  in  the  program  although  actual  administration,  including  the 
taking  of  agreements  with  individual  schools,  continued  to  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Having  to  rely  on  year-to-year  authorizations  in  appropriation  bills 
resulted  in  a  recurring  uncertainty  concerning  the  availability  of 
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Federal  funds  and  made  it  difficult  for  States  to  develop  longer  range 
plans  for  program  expansion.  This  led  to  a  move  to  provide  perma¬ 
nent  enabling  legislation  as  a  means  of — in  the  words  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  when  it  reported  out  the  school  lunch 
bill — “coordinating  the  work  throughout  the  Nation  and  especially 
to  encourage  and  increase  financial  participation  and  active  control 
by  the  several  States.” 

The  National  School  Lunch  Act  was  approved  by  the  President  in 
June  1946.  It  placed  responsibility  for  the  administration  of  the 
program  in  State  educational  agencies.  They  select  schools  for 
participation,  take  agreements  with  participating  schools,  pay 
reimbursement  claims  from  funds  advanced  to  the  States  by  the 
Department,  and  generally  supervise  operations  in  the  local  schools 
within  the  policies  and  regulations  established  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  act  did  provide,  however,  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  would  still  administer  the  program  in  private  schools  in 
those  States  where  by  State  law  the  State  educational  agency  was 
prohibited  from  disbursing  funds  to  private  schools. 
i-^The  Department  now  administers  the  private  school  program  in 
28  States  and  in  the  territory  of  Guam. 

Other  major  features  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  were: 

(а)  Authorization  of  an  annual  appropriation. 

(б)  A  specific  formula  for  the  distribution  of  cash  assistance 
funds  among  the  States. 

(c)  Authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine  nu¬ 
tritional  standards  for  lunches  served.  (The  type  A  lunch  estab¬ 
lished  to  meet  these  standards  includes  a  half  pint  of  milk,  a  pro¬ 
tein-rich  food,  fruits  and  vegetables,  bread  and  butter  or  fortified 
margarine.  Where  schools  cannot  obtain  a  suitable  supply  of 
fluid  milk,  or  where  a  child  declines  to  drink  milk,  a  lunch  may  be 
served  without  milk  as  a  beverage.) 

(d.)  A  requirement  that  lunches  be  served  free  to  childi'en  un¬ 
able  to  pay. 

( e )  A  requirement  that  participating  schools  operate  their  lunch 
programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

(/)  Section  6  of  the  act  gave  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  au¬ 
thority  to  use  a  portion  of  the  appropriation  for  the  direct  pur¬ 
chase  of  foods  for  distribution  to  participating  schools. 

( g )  Another  section  in  the  act  provided  for  the  use  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion  of  each  annual  appropriation  to  assist  schools  in  the  purchase 
of  equipment.  (However,  Congress  has  not  appropriated  funds 
for  this  purpose  since  the  first  year  of  the  program.) 

( h )  Provision  was  made  for  the  continued  distribution  of  sur¬ 
plus  foods  to  participating  schools. 

( i )  The  act  also  provided  for  State  and  local  matching  of  Fed¬ 
eral  cash  grants  at  a  3-to-l  ratio  beginning  July  1,  1955,  with 
downward  adjustments  for  States  having  a  per  capita  income 
below  the  national  average.  The  value  of  commodities  donated 
to  schools  does  not  have  to  be  matched.  Also,  as  interpreted  on 
the  basis  of  legislative  history,  children’s  payments  for  lunches 
are  considered  as  part  of  State  and  local  matching  funds. 

The  act  provides  that  at  least  75  percent  of  the  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  be  provided  to  States  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Up  to 
3 %  percent  can  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  ex¬ 
penses,  and  the  remaining  amount  (21%  percent)  may  be  used  to  make 
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special  purchases  for  the  program  as  authorized  by  section  6.  In 
actual  practice  more  than  the  minimum  amount  is  provided  to  the 
States  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Federal  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  are  held  to  about  half  of  the  permitted  maximum,  and  the  full 
amount  is  not  reserved  for  section  6  purchases.  In  the  current  fiscal 
year,  for  example,  88.7  percent  of  the  appropriation  is  being  used  for 
cash  reimbursement,  or  $12.3  million  more  than  is  required  under  the 
minimum  75-percent  requirements. 

From  time  to  time  since  1947  the  Federal  appropriation  has  been 
increased.  It  ranged  from  about  $70  to  $75  million  for  food  assistance 
from  1947  through  1949.  From  1950  through  1956  it  was  stabilized 
at  about  $83.5  million;  it  was  increased  to  $100  million  in  1957  and 
to  $110  million  in  1959. 

For  1962,  $115  million  was  made  available  out  of  appropriated 
funds,  and  an  additional  $10  million  of  such  funds  together  with  a 
total  of  $45  million  of  section  32  funds  was  authorized  to  make  special 
commodity  purchases  for  the  program. 

Under  permanent  legislation,  steady  and  effective  progress  has  been 
achieved.  During  the  1947  fiscal  year,  34.144  schools  were  serving 
lunches  to  4,545,129  children.  The  total  cost  of  the  program,  includ¬ 
ing  Federal,  State,  and  local  contributions,  together  with  payments 
by  the  children,  amounted  to  $218,588,894.  During  fiscal  year  1961, 
63,961  schools  were  serving  lunches  to  13,453,410  children.  The  total 
cost  of  the  program,  from  all  sources,  had  grown  to  $1,051,049,745. 

The  Federal  cash  assistance  grants  amounted  to  $59,896,235  in  1947 
and  had  increased  to  $93,746,304  by  1961. 

Under  existing  law  and  Department  of  Agriculture  regulations,  cash 
assistance  funds  are  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  school-age  population 
and  per  capita  personal  income.  States  are  required  to  reimburse 
participating  schools  on  the  basis  of  number  of  lunches  served.  The 
basic  maximum  allowable  payment  is  9  cents  for  each  type  A  lunch 
with  milk  and  7  cents  for  each  type  A  lunch  without  milk. 

Because  the  program  has  grown  faster  in  some  States  than  in  others, 
in  actual  practice  the  average  per  meal  rates  of  cash  assistance  any 
State  is  able  to  pay  its  schools  tends  to  be  related  more  to  the  rate  of 
program  growth  than  to  need  as  measured  by  per  capita  income  of  the 
State.  Thus  a  higher  income  State  with  below  average  participation 
may  be  able  to  reimburse  its  schools  at  a  higher  rate  than  can  a  lower 
income  State  with  above  average  participation. 

The  committee  was  impressed  with  data  showing  that  in  1947  the 
cash  reimbursement  rate  averaged  8.7  cents  per  lunch,  and  that  it  has 
now  declined  to  about  4  cents.  The  rate  of  reimbursement  ranges 
from  less  than  2  cents  to  8.5  cents. 

The  committee  was  also  impressed  with  the  necessity  of  placing  a 
floor  under  the  reimbursement  rate,  as  well  as  a  ceiling  as  presently 
provided  by  departmental  regulation.  The  committee  gave  serious 
consideration  to  a  request  that  the  high  and  low  be  placed  at  5  cents 
and  9  cents. 

Unless  the  program  were  fully  implemented,  it  was  recognized  that 
serious  injustice  would  be  imposed  on  States  with  a  high  assistance 
need  rate.  The  committee  therefore  recommends  strongly  that  the 
program  be  fully  implemented  so  that  the  factors  “5”  and  “9”  in  the 
formula  may,  in  fact,  be  5  and  9  cents,  respectively. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


5 


Average  per  meal  rate  of  assistance  and  total  apportionment  under  proposed  formula 


With  a  cash  assistance  fund  of 2 — 


State  1 

$118,600,000  2 

$139,900,000  4 

$118,600,000  2 

$139,900,000  * 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

Proposed 

method 

208 

245 

4.2 

5.0 

183 

216 

4.2 

5.0 

1,058 

1,248 

4.2 

5.0 

110 

130 

4.2 

5.0 

7, 160 

8,445 

4.2 

5.0 

6. 326 

7,  462 

4.2 

5.0 

91 

107 

4.2 

5.0 

2, 125 

2.  507 

4.2 

5.0 

4,  244 

5,  006 

4.2 

5.0 

2,414 

2,  848 

4.2 

5.0 

1,610 

1,899 

4.2 

5.0 

4,996 

5,894 

4.2 

5.0 

3.  778 

4,  456 

4.2 

5.0 

1.637 

1,931 

4.2 

5.0 

1,082 

1,277 

4.2 

5.0 

5,  421 

6,  395 

4.2 

5.0 

1.  101 

1,299 

4.2 

5.0 

220 

260 

4.2 

5.0 

2,661 

3, 139 

4.2 

5.0 

346 

408 

4.3 

5.  1 

2,825 

3,  332 

4.3 

5.1 

620 

732 

4.4 

5.2 

2,303 

2,716 

4.4 

5.2 

871 

1,027 

412 

4.5 

5.3 

350 

4.6 

5.4 

2,  561 

3,  021 

4.6 

5.3 

1,411 

1,665 

4.6 

5.4 

419 

494 

4.6 

5.4 

980 

1, 156 

4.7 

5.6 

2, 192 

2,  585 

4.7 

5.6 

76 

90 

4.8 

5.7 

3,  774 

4,  452 

4.8 

5.7 

5, 952 

7,  021 

4.8 

5.7 

Utah  _ 

754 

889 

4.9 

5.8 

669 

789 

5.1 

6.0 

246 

290 

5.1 

6.0 

3,081 

3,635 

5.  1 

6.0 

1,  717 

2,  025 
656 

5.1 

6.0 

556 

5.1 

6.0 

815 

962 

5.2 

6.1 

480 

566 

5.3 

6.3 

595 

701 

5.3 

6.3 

1,  565 

1,846 

5.6 

6.6 

4,205 

4,  960 

5.7 

6.7 

4,  494 

5,301 

5.9 

7.0 

5,390 

6,  358 

6.1 

7.2 

3,  446 

4,  065 

6.1 

7.2 

3, 192 

3,766 

6.  1 

7.2 

Alabama _  _  --  —  -- 

3,  621 

4.  271 

6.4 

7.6 

3,  376 

3,982 

6.9 

8. 1 

2, 186 

2,  579 

7.0 

8.3 

3,229 

3,  809 

7.6 

9.0 

61 

72 

7.6 

9.0 

Puerto  Rico _  _  -  -  - 

3,  817 

4,503 

7.6 

9.0 

118, 600 

139,  900 

5.0 

5.9 

1  States  ranked  in  order  from  highest  to  lowest  per  capita  income  average  for  latest  3  years:  1958, 1959,  1960. 

2  Based  on  estimated  meals  in  fiscal  year  1962. 

2  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  budget  request,  fiscal  year  1963. 

*  Amount  estimated  to  be  appropriated  for  full  implementation. 


Administration  of  Proposed  Section  11  (Special  Assistance) 

General  criteria 

Funds  appropriated  under  the  authority  of  the  proposed  new  section 
11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  are  designed  to  provide  special 
food  assistance  to  those  schools  which,  because  of  the  poor  local 
economic  conditions  of  the  area  from  which  they  draw  attendance, 
are  not  financially  able  with  the  basic  assistance  provided  under  the 
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act  to  (1)  operate  a  lunch  program  or  (2)  meet  the  need  for  free  or 
substantially  reduced  price  lunches  among  those  children  unable  to 
pay  the  full  price  of  the  lunch.  Selection  of  schools  for  section  11 
assistance  will  be  made  upon  the  basis  of  an  application  from  the 
school  which  will  furnish  information  showing  the  need  for  additional 
financial  aid,  over  and  above  that  now  available  to  the  lunch  program 
from  Federal,  State,  and  local  sources,  in  order  to  make  a  lunch  avail¬ 
able  to  those  needy  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  price. 

While  operating  experience  is  required  to  determine  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  detailed  administrative  regulations  to  insure  that  these  funds  go 
to  the  type  of  school  for  which  they  are  intended,  the  following  broad 
operating  principles  and  guidelines  can  be  immediately  incorporated 
into  the  new  program: 

1.  The  present  administrative  pattern  will  be  continued,  with  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  selecting  schools  and  disbursing  funds  left  in  the  hands 
of  State  educational  agencies,  except  in  the  29  States  or  territories 
where  State  law  makes  it  necessary  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  deal  directly  with  private  schools. 

2.  Because  all  States  have  some  areas  and  schools  with  special 
economic  need,  at  least  50  percent  of  any  funds  appropriated  under 
the  new  section  11  will  be  divided  among  the  States  on  the  basis  of  a 
special  apportionment  formula  described  in  the  following  section.  The 
remaining  amount  of  any  such  appropriation  will  be  held  in  a  reserve 
by  the  Department  to  meet  additional  needs. 

3.  Any  funds  made  available  to  the  States  and  territories  under  the 
authority  of  section  11  will  be  disbursed  to  schools  selected  on  the 
basis  of  the  special  economic  need  of  the  schools.  Administrative 
regulations  of  the  Department  will  outline  the  factors  to  be  considered 
by  the  States  (or  the  Department  in  the  case  of  private  schools)  in  the 
selection  of  such  schools.  These  factors  are  outlined  in  a  later  section. 

4.  Funds  disbursed  to  approved  schools  shall  be  used  to  make  local 
purchases  of  food  for  the  program.  The  maximum  rate  of  assistance 
shall  be  15  cents  per  lunch.  The  Department  will  also  work  with 
State  agencies  to  insure  that  such  schools  also  receive  special  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  distribution  of  foods  especially  purchased  for  school 
lunch  purposes  or  made  available  under  the  surplus  food  donation 
program. 

5.  State  agencies  (and  the  Department  in  the  case  of  private 
schools)  will  periodically  review  the  financial  position  of  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  approved  for  section  11  assistance  to  determine  the  continuing 
need  for  such  assistance. 

A  proposed  apportionment  formula 

A.  The  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  are  now  being 
served  to  needy  children  in  the  various  States  and  territories  is  one 
measure  of  the  relative  need  for  special  assistance.  However,  the 
actual  performance  with  respect  to  the  service  of  such  meals  also,  in 
part,  is  a  measure  of  the  State’s  or  community’s  ability  to  finance  the 
service  of  such  meals. 

B.  It  is  proposed,  therefore,  that  an  apportionment  formula  for  the 
division  of  such  funds  be  based  upon  the  number  of  free  or  reduced- 
price  meals  being  served  to  needy  children,  adjusted  for  the  ability 
of  a  State  to  finance  such  meals  as  measured  by  the  relationship  of 
the  national  average  per  capita  income  to  the  per  capita  income  of  the 
various  States.  Because  of  the  atypical  situation  in  the  territories 
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(Puerto  Rico,  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa),  a  special 
reserve  would  be  established  for  them. 

C.  Three  percent  of  the  total  appropriation  under  section  11  will  be 
reserved  for  use  by  the  territories.  Of  the  remaining  amount,  50  per¬ 
cent  would  be  initially  apportioned  to  the  States  under  the  formula  de¬ 
scribed  above.  Another  25  percent  of  such  funds  would  be  ap¬ 
portioned  in  a  similar  fashion  and  would  be  advanced  to  any  State 
proving  the  need  for  additional  funds  over  and  above  its  initial 
apportionment.  The  remaining  25  percent  of  the  funds  would  be 
held  in  reserve  by  the  Department  to  be  equitably  distributed  among 
those  States  demonstrating  a  need  for  funds  in  excess  of  their  initial 
and  reserve  apportionments. 

Guidelines  for  the  selection  of  schools 

Administrative  regulations  of  the  Department  will  provide  that 
State  educational  agencies  (or  the  Department  in  the  case  of  private 
schools)  will  select  schools  for  participation  in  the  section  11  program 
on  the  basis  of  a  special  application  which  will  provide  information  on 
the  following: 

1.  The  special  economic  conditions  of  the  community  or  the  school 
which  makes  special  assistance  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  for 
participation  in  the  school  lunch  program,  especially  the  free  or 
reduced-price  requirement  for  needy  children. 

2.  The  percentage  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  being  served  or 
needed  to  be  served.  Priority  would  go  to  these  schools  needing  to 
serve,  or  serving,  at  least  25  percent  of  lunches  to  such  needy  children, 
provided  a  need  for  special  assistance  is  demonstrated. 

3.  The  full  price  of  the  lunch  to  paying  children,  as  an  additional 
guide  to  the  general  economic  conditions  of  the  community  or  the 
school.  In  our  minds  a  question  should  be  raised  concerning  the 
eligibility  of  a  school  for  special  assistance  if  the  full  price  of  the  lunch 
was  in  excess  of  the  statewide  average  and  we  would  expect  the  price 
to  generally  be  less  than  the  statewide  average  in  these  types  of 
schools.  A  high  lunch  price,  in  relation  to  the  economic  conditions 
of  the  school,  could  result  in  an  excessively  large  demand  for  free  or 
reduced  price  lunches  and  could  well  be  an  indication  of  poor  manage¬ 
ment. 

4.  Assurance  that  any  token  charge  made  to  needy  children  in 
order  to  encourage  independence  will  not  preclude  participation  by 
those  children  who  need  to  receive  a  free  lunch  in  order  to  participate. 

5.  The  financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  program  to  show  the 
need  for  special  Federal  assistance  in  order  to  operate  a  lunch  program 
in  view  of  the  number  of  needy  children  in  the  school.  For  presently 
participating  schools,  the  application  would  show  the  revenue  to  the 
lunch  program  during  the  past  year  from  Federal,  State,  and  local 
sources,  and  the  yearend  financial  position  of  the  lunch  program. 
These  data  would  be  analyzed  in  relationship  to  the  information  ob¬ 
tained  under  point  (2)  concerning  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price 
meals  that  need  to  be  served  to  those  children  unable  to  pay  theAfull 
price. 

The  Situation  in  Alaska 

1.  Alaska  is  one  of  the  States  which  will  receive  a  smaller  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  total  funds  made  available  for  cash  food  assistance  under 
the  provisions  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  if  H.R.  1165  is 
enacted  into  law. 
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2.  The  reduction  in  the  share  of  the  total  funds  to  Alaska  (and 
other  States  in  a  similar  situation)  is  primarily  due  to  the  relatively 
low  level  of  participation  in  the  school  lunch  program.  On  the 
average,  about  17  percent  of  the  school-age  population  in  Alaska  is 
participating  in  the  school  lunch  program,  compared  with  a  national 
average  of  32  percent  and  a  peak  of  69  percent  in  Louisiana  and  65 
percent  in  Hawaii. 

3.  It  is  recognized  that  some  schools  in  Alaska  may  have  a  special 
problem  with  respect  to  the  general  cost  of  living  and,  in  this  case,  the 
general  cost  of  food  purchased  for  school  lunch  purposes.  On  the 
other  hand,  per  capita  income  is  high  in  Alaska  as  are  wage  rates  in 
manufacturing.  The  proposed  apportionment  formula  does  benefit 
Alaska  because  the  State  is  treated  on  the  same  basis  as  all  other 
States  having  a  per  capita  income  higher  than  the  national  average. 

4.  It  is  further  recognized  that  to  adjust  the  apportionment  formula 
for  any  single  State,  based  upon  food  costs,  might  well  open  the  door 
for  a  similar  request  on  the  part  of  any  other  State  which  believes  its 
situation  is  somewhat  different  from  that  of  the  national  average. 

5.  It  is  believed  that  the  most  essential  current  need  is  to  revise 
the  apportionment  formula  to  overcome  the  inequities  arising  from 
the  varying  levels  of  school  lunch  participation  among  the  various 
States.  After  sufficient  experience  has  been  gained  in  this  major 
revision,  the  committee  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  be 
in  a  better  position  to  subsequently  evaluate  the  need  for  further 
adjustments  in  the  distribution  of  school  lunch  funds  to  Alaska. 

6.  Some  of  the  more  serious  problems  in  Alaska  might  well  be 
solved  under  the  provision  of  the  new  section  11,  which  provides  addi¬ 
tional  assistance  to  those  schools  demonstrating  a  special  economic 
need.  Experience  under  this  new  authority  will  place  the  committee 
and  the  Department  in  a  better  position  to  evaluate  the  need  for 
further  revisions  in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

Section-by-Section  Summary  of  the  Bill 
section  1 

This  section  makes  only  one  significant  change  in  section  3  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  (hereafter  referred  to  as  the  “act”), 
although  it  rewrites  section  3  of  the  act  in  its  entirety.  Section  3  of 
the  act  authorizes  appropriations  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the 
act.  The  change  is  to  make  it  explicit  that  the  provisions  of  section  3 
do  not  apply  to  new  section  11,  which  is  added  to  the  act  by  the  bill 
and  provides  for  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

SECTION  2 

Section  2  of  the  bill  revises  the  formula  prescribed  in  section  4  of 
the  act  for  the  apportionment  of  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States. 

Section  4  of  the  act  now  provides  that  the  apportionment  of  such 
funds  shall  be  based  upon  the  relative  numbers  of  school-age  children 
in  the  States  and  the  relative  needs  of  the  States  for  assistance  as 
measured  by  their  per  capita  incomes. 

The  bill  would  base  the  apportionment  of  cash  assistance  funds  to 
each  State  on  two  factors,  the  “participation  rate”  and  the  “assistance 
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need  rate”  for  the  State.  The  "participation  rate”  for  a  State  is  the 
number  of  lunches  served  in  schools  in  the  State  participating  in  the 
school  lunch  program  under  the  act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year. 
(The  term  itself  is  defined  in  proposed  section  12(d)(5)  of  the  act.) 
The  only  lunches  that  would  be  counted  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  participation  rate  for  a  State  are  lunches  consisting  of  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  of  what  is 
generally  referred  to  as  the  "type  A”  lunch.  Thus,  the  "type  C” 
(milk  only)  lunch  would  not  be  counted  for  this  purpose. 

The  "assistance  need  rate”  for  all  the  States  would  range  from  5  to 
9,  both  inclusive,  and  would  be  based  on  relative  average  annual  per 
capita  incomes  of  the  States.  States  with  an  average  annual  per 
capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  national  average  would  have 
an  assistance  need  rate  of  5.  States  with  an  average  annual  per  capita 
income  less  than  the  national  average  would  range  above  5  through  9  ; 
the  lower  their  average  annual  per  capita  income  the  greater  their 
assistance  need  rate.  Data  for  the  most  recent  3-year  period  would 
be  used  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  of  each 
State.  The  term  “assistance  need  rate”  is  defined  in  proposed 
section  12(d)(6)  which  would  be  added  to  the  act  by  the  bill. 

The  amount  that  any  State  would  receive  for  any  fiscal  year  in 
which  the  method  of  apportionment  provided  in  the  bill  is  in  full 
operation  would  be  determined  as  follows:  The  participation  rate  for 
the  State  would  be  multiplied  by  the  State’s  assistance  need  rate. 
The  product  thus  determined  would  be  divided  by  the  sum  of  such 
products  for  all  the  States.  The  amounts  available  for  cash  assistance 
under  section  3  of  the  act  for  the  fiscal  year  in  question  would  then  be 
multiplied  by  the  quotient  determined  under  the  preceding  sentence 
and  the  product  thus  obtained  would  be  the  apportionment  to  the 


State  of  cash  assistance  funds. 

Under  the  bill,  fiscal  year  1963  is  a  period  of  transition  from  the  old 
method  of  apportionment  to  the  new  method  described  immediately 
above.  In  that  year,  if  the  bill  is  enacted  into  law,  one-lialf  of  the 
cash  assistance  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  3  would  be 
apportioned  under  the  method  now  in  effect  and  one-half  of  such 
funds  would  be  apportioned  under  the  new  method  provided  in  the  bill. 

Under  section  4  of  the  act,  as  now  in  effect,  the  Commonwealth  of 
|  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands  are  treated  differently 
from  the  several  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  in  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  cash  assistance  funds.  Section  4,  as  it  would  be  rewritten 
by  the  bill,  would  result  in  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and 
the  possessions  of  the  United  States  which  are  included  within  the 
scope  of  the  act  receiving  benefits  on  the  same  basis  as  the  several 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia;  except  that  American  Samoa 
(which  the  bill  would  make  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program  for 
the  first  time)  would  receive  an  automatic  apportionment  of  $25,000 
for  each  of  the  5  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and 
ending  June  30,  1967. 

Section  4  of  the  act,  as  now  in  effect,  contains  a  definition  of  the 
term  “school”.  The  bill  transfers  this  definition,  without  change,  to 
proposed  section  12(d)(7)  so  as  to  group  it  with  the  definitions  of  other 
terms  used  in  the  act. 


10 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


SECTION  3 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  repeals  the  last  sentence  of  section  5 
of  the  act.  This  amendment  is  made  in  order  to  conform  with  the 
changes  made  by  the  bill  in  section  4  of  the  act. 

Subsection  (b)  makes  a  technical  amendment  to  exclude  amounts 
appropriated  pursuant  to  proposed  section  11  (which  would  be  added 
to  the  act  by  the  bill)  from  the  amounts  available  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  for  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  the  school  lunch  program. 


SECTION  4 

This  section  amends  section  10  of  the  act  which  provides  for  direct 
disbursement  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  funds  for  school 
lunch  programs  in  nonprofit  private  schools  which  are  located  in 
States  where  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law 
to  disburse  funds  to  nonprofit  private  schools  or  in  States  which  cannot 
match  Federal  funds  made  available  for  nonprofit  private  schools. 
In  the  case  of  such  States,  section  10,  as  now  in  effect,  reserves  from  a 
State’s  total  apportionment  for  such  disbursement  an  amount  based  on 
relative  numbers  of  students  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  and 
public  schools.  As  amended  by  the  bill,  the  amount  available  for 
disbursement  by  the  Secretary  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  such  a 
State  from  the  State’s  apportionment  for  any  fiscal  year  would  be 
determined  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  numbers  of  school  lunches 
served  under  the  act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  nonprofit  private 
schools  and  by  public  schools  in  such  State.  Only  type  A  lunches 
would  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  numbers  of  lunches 
served  by  both  categories  of  schools. 

SECTION  5 

This  section  redesignates  section  11  of  the  act  as  section  12  and 
rewrites  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  thereof.  The  only  change  made  in 
subsection  (c)  is  to  omit  the  last  sentence. 

Subsection  (d)  contains  definitions  of  terms  used  in  the  act.  All  of 
the  substantive  changes  made  by  the  bill  in  this  subsection  have  been 
dealt  with  earlier  in  this  section-by-section  summary. 

SECTION  6 

This  section  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  section  11  to  the  act.  The 
proposed  section  11  would  authorize  the  appropriation  of  such  funds 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pro¬ 
vide  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  in  order  to  help  those  schools 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  act  relating  to  the  service  of  lunches 
to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  thereof. 

SECTION  7 

Section  7  provides  that  the  amendments  made  to  the  act  by  the 
bill  will  take  effect  on  July  1,  1962. 
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Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

AN  ACT  To  provide  assistance  to  the  States  in  the  establishment,  maintenance, 

operation,  and  expansion  of  school-lunch  programs,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “National  School  Lunch  Act.” 

declaration  of  policy 

Sec.  2.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress,  as  a 
measure  of  national  security,  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being 
of  the  Nation’s  children  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consumption 
of  nutritious  agricultural  commodities  and  other  food,  by  assisting 
the  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  in  providing  an 
adequate  supply  of  foods  and  other  facilities  for  the  establishment, 
maintenance,  operation,  and  expansion  of  nonprofit  school-lunch 
programs. 

appropriations  authorized 

Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year[,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1947,]  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
other  than  section  11. 


apportionments  to  states 

Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum 
specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying 
[,  during  such  fiscal  year,]  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  the  [school-lunch]  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during 
each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  [aforesaid]  funds 
made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  [The 
total  of  such  apportionments  of  fimds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  scliool- 
imch  program;  except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments  of 
: !unds  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation  (and  only  in 
such  case),  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Rico,  the  apportionment  for 
Guam,  and  the  apportionment  for  the  Virgin  Islands,  shall  be  not  less 
than  that  amount  which  will  result  in  an  allotment  per  child  of  school 
age  equal  to  the  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other 
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than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having  the  lowest 
per  capita  income  among  the  States  participating  in  such  first  appor¬ 
tionments.  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  The  number  of  school  children  in  the  State 
and  (2)  the  need  for  assistance  in  the  State  as  indicated  by  the  relation 
of  the  per  capita  income  in  the  United  States  to  the  per  capita  income 
in  the  State.]  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  two  factors:  ( 1 )  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the 
assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  [the  initial]  appor¬ 
tionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method: 
First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and 
(2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the 
States  ( exclusive  of  American  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  July  1, 
1967 ) ;  and  [,  finally,]  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the 
total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  [For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the 
number  of  school  children  in  the  State  shall  be  the  number  of  children 
therein  between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclusive;  such  figures 
and  per  capita  income  figures  shall  be  the  latest  figures  certified  by  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  “school” 
means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high-school  grade  or 
under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child -care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.] 
If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  addi¬ 
tional  funds  are  [available  under  this  Act]  made  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner. 
Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  appor¬ 
tionment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior 
to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the 
five  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30, 
1967 ,  the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000  each 
year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  funds  available  for 
apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the 
other  States. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  5.  Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
the  authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  $10,000,000  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  providing,  during  such 
fiscal  year,  nonfood  assistance  for  the  school-lunch  program  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among 
the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $10,000,000, 
and  such  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  the 
factors,  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards,  set  forth  in  section  4 
with  respect  to  the  apportionment  for  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods.  [Apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  nonfood  assistance  shall  be  determined 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  third  sentence  of  section  4.] 

DIRECT  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 

Sec.  6.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  less  not  to  exceed  3 }&  per  centum  thereof 
hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses 
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[and  less],  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to  sections 
4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11, 
shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  during  such  year  for  direct  expendi¬ 
ture  by  him  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  among  the  States  and  schools  participating  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined 
by  the  local  school  authorities.  The  provisions  of  law  contained  in 
the  proviso  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937  (50  Stat.  323),  facilitating 
operations  with  respect  to  the  purchase  and  disposition  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  under  section  32  of  the  Act  approved  August 
24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  shall,  to  the  extent  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  also  be  applicable  to  expendi¬ 
tures  of  funds  by  the  Secretary  under  this  Act. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  7.  Funds  apportioned  to  any  State  pursuant  to  section  4  or  5 
during  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  payment  to  such  State 
for  disbursement  by  the  State  educational  agency,  in  accordance  with 
such  agreements  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  as 
may  be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  and  such  State  educational 
agency,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  schools  of  that  State  during  such 
fiscal  year,  in  supplying  (1)  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  children  and  (2)  nonfood  assistance  in  further¬ 
ance  of  the  school-lunch  program  authorized  under  this  Act.  Such 
payments  to  any  State  in  any  fiscal  year  during  the  period  1947  to 
1950,  inclusive,  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  thereof 
will  be  matched  during  such  year  by  $1  from  sources  within  the  State 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  have  been  expended  in  connection 
with  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act.  Such  payments  in 
any  fiscal  year  during  the  period  1951  to  1955,  inclusive,  shall  be 
made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  thereof  will  be  so  matched  by 
one  and  one-half  dollars;  and  for  any  fiscal  year  thereafter,  such 
payments  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  will  be  so 
matched  by  $3.  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  per  capita  income 
is  less  than  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States,  the  matching 
required  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  decreased  by  the  percentage 
which  the  State  per  capita  income  is  below  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  United  States.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the 
matching  requirements  of  this  section  and  section  10,  respectively, 
have  been  met,  the  reasonable  value  of  donated  services,  supplies, 
facilities,  and  equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  and  in  case  of  schools  receiving  funds  pursuant  to 
section  10,  by  such  schools  (but  not  the  cost  or  value  of  land,  of  the 
acquisition,  construction,  or  alteration  of  buildings  of  commodities 
donated  by  the  Secretary,  or  of  Federal  contributions),  may  be 
regarded  as  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  school -lunch  program.  The  Secretary  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts 
to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  this  section  and  the  time  or  times  such 
amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the 
amounts  so  certified. 
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STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  8.  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
section  4  or  5  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency,  in 
accordance  with  such  agreements  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  may 
be  entered  into  by  such  State  agency  and  the  schools  in  the  State,  to 
those  schools  in  the  State  which  the  State  educational  agency,  taking 
into  account  need  and  attendance,  determines  are  eligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  school-lunch  program.  Such  disbursement  to  any  school 
shall  be  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  it  for  the  cost  of 
obtaining  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  consumption 
by  children  in  the  school-luncli  program  and  nonfood  assistance  in 
connection  with  such  program.  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  or 
handling  thereof.  In  no  event  shall  such  disbursement  for  food  to 
any  school  for  any  fiscal  year  exceed  an  amount  determined  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the  school  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  during  such  year  by  the  maximum  Federal 
food-cost  contribution  rate  for  the  State,  for  the  type  of  lunch  served, 
as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 

NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  9.  Lunches  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional 
research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced 
cost  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.  No  physical  segregation  of 
or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school 
because  of  his  inability  to  pay.  School-lunch  programs  under  this 
Act  shall  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  Each  school  shall,  insofar 
as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  lunch  program  commodities  designated 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either 
nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  commodities  donated  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary.  Commodities  purchased  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  St  at.  774),  as  amended,  m  ay  be 
donated  by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs 
as  determined  by  local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in  the  school- 
lunch  program  under  this  Act  as  well  as  to  other  schools  carrying 
out  nonprofit  school-lunch  programs  and  institutions  authorized  to 
receive  such  commodities. 

NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  10.  If,  in  any  State,  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  per¬ 
mitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to 
nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  or  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
match  Federal  funds  made  available  for  use  by  such  nonprofit  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to 
any  such  State  under  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act  £the  same  proportion 
of  the  funds  as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  five  and 
seventeen,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the 
State  is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State 
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attending  school]  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds 
as  the  number  o  f  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  oj  foods  and  meeting 
the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for  the  State. 
The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  said  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  authorized  or  required  with 
respect  to  the  disbursements  to  schools  within  the  State  by  the  State 
educational  agency,  including  the  requirement  that  any  such  payment 
or  payments  shall  be  matched,  in  the  proportion  specified  in  section  7 
for  such  State,  by  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  by 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  participating  in  the  school- 
unch  program  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall  not  be  considered  a 
part  of  the  funds  constituting  the  matching  funds  under  the  terms  of 
.  section  7. 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary,  under  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance 
to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  condi¬ 
tions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the  requirements 
established  in  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost  oj  such  lunches. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  [11]  12.  (a)  States,  State  educational  agencies,  and  schools 
participating  in  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act  shall  keep 
such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  determine  whether  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  being  complied 
with.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be  available  for 
inspection  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be 
preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  five  years,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

I  (b)  The  Secretary  shall  incorporate,  in  his  agreements  with  the 
State  educational  agencies,  the  express  requirements  under  this  Act 
with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  school-lunch  program  under  this 
Act  insofar  as  they  may  be  applicable  and  such  other  provisions  as 
in  his  opinion  are  reasonably  necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary 
nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to  teaching 
personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  mate¬ 
rials  of  instruction  in  any  school.  [If  a  State  maintains  separate 
schools  for  minority  and  for  majority  races,  no  funds  made  available 
pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  paid  or  disbursed  to  it  unless  a  just  and 
equitable  distribution  is  made  within  the  State,  for  the  benefit  of  such 
minority  races,  of  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act.] 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

[(1)  “State”  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States,  the  District 
Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.] 
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( 1 )  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

(2)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature 
may  determine,  [(a)] (A)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as 
the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of 
education,  or  similar  officer),  or  [(b)] (B)  a  board  of  education 
controlling  the  State  department  of  education  [;  except  that  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  it  shall  mean  the  Board  of  Education, 
and  except  that  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1948,  “State 
educational  agency”  may  mean  any  agency  or  agencies  within 
the  State  designated  by  the  Governor  to  carry  out  the  functions 
herein  required  of  a  State  educational  agency]. 

(3)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school 
exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  [101(6)]  501(c)(3)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  [,  as  amended]  of  195f. 

(4)  “Nonfood  assistance”  means  equipment  used  [on  school 
premises]  by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
school  children. 

(5)  “Participation  rate ”  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal  to 
the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary. 

(6)  “Assistance  need  rate”  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having 
an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5; 
and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita 
income  less  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  by  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  for  such  State,  except  that  such  product 
may  not  exceed  9  for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this  para¬ 
graph  (i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State  and 
for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the 
States  for  the  three  most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available 
and  certified  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and 
(ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  American  Samoa 
shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

(7)  “ School ”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of 
high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall 
also  include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the 
Governor  of  Puerto  Rico. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

May  9, 1962 

Mr.  Bailey  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor 

^  May  14, 1962 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended 

4  to  read  as  follows  : 

5  “appropriations  authorized 

6  “Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized 

7  to  be  appropriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 

8  wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable 

9  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 


I— O 


2 

1  ‘Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  -this  Act,  other 

2  than  section  11.” 

3  Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 

4  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

5  “apportionments  to  states 

6  “Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  tor  any  fiscal  year 

7  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this 

8  Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  avail- 
9-  able  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 

10  and  other  foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the 

/  £•.  »  v  v*> 

11  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion 

\ 

12  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 

13  75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year 

14  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 

15  under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Apportion- 

16  ment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two 

17  factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2) 

18  the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  ap- 

19  portionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  follow- 

20  ing  method :  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multi- 

21  plying  factors  (1)  and  (2)  ;  second,  divide  this  index  by 

22  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States  (exclusive  of  Ameri- 

23  can  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967)  ;  and 

24  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be 

25  apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  ap- 
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portioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available 
under  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining 

«* 

States  in  the  same  manner.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  ( 1 )  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the 
period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1967, 
the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000 
each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the 
funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the 
amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States/’ 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 

'V  • 

amended  by  striking  out  “and  less  the  amount  apportioned 
to  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “,  less  the  amount  apportioned  by 
him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds 
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as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  ,5  and  17, 
inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State 
is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the 
State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for 
the  State’’. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  redesignated  as  section  12  and  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
thereof  are  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither 
the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement 
with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any 
school. 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(i)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Pico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American .  Samoa. 

“  (2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State 
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legislature  may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school 
officer  ( such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruc¬ 
tion,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer) ,  or 
(B)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501  (c)  (3) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“  (4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used 
by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
schoolchildren. 

“  (5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means  a  num¬ 
ber  equal  to  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  com¬ 
bination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in 
the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capital  income  equal 
to  or  greater  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  less 
than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained 
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by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
all  the  States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
such  State,  except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  9 
for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph 
(i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State 
and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certi¬ 
fied  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce; 

r 

and  (ii)  the  average  annual,  per  capita  income  for 
American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for 
periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

“  (7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 

school  of  high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect 

\ 

to  Puerto  Pico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care 
centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto 
Pico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  section  10  thereof 
the  following  new  section : 
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“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorised  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary, 
under  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools  draw¬ 
ing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the 
requirements  established  in  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of 
lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such 
lunches.” 

Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  July  1,  1962. 
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IIGKLIGHTS :  Senate  began  debase  on  farm  bill.  HouseNpassed  bill  for  disposal  of 
»tocks  of  extra  long  staple  ^otton.  House  passed  bill\:o  prohibit  importation  of 
seed  screenings. 


HOUSE 

1.  COTTON.  Passed/as  reported  H.  R.  10595,  to  facilitate  the  s^e  and  disposal  of 
Government  stocks  of  extra  long  staple  cotton.  The  commit tee\^eport  states. 
"Thi/s  proposed  legislation,  with  the  minor  committee  amelqdments,  au¬ 
thorizes  the  sale  of  the  remaining  219,000  bales  of  stockpile N^xtra  long 
staple  cotton.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  given  custody  ynd  sales 
authority.  The  Secretary,  however,  will  not  be  required  to  obtain  the  con¬ 
currence  of  other  interested  departments  and  agencies  in  establishing 
Periodical  foreign  disposal  quotas  and  will  be  required  to  sell  the foreign 
cotton  at  world  market  prices.  The  portion  of  the  total  consisting  o 
about  47,500  bales  of  domestic  grown  cotton  is  to  be  sold  domestically  ^t 
not  below  the  same  minimum  price  for  current  sales  of  domestic  production. 
The  foreign-grown  cotton  consisting  of  about  172,000  bales  is  to  be  sol  ^ 
abroad,  either  commercially  or  by  the  use  of  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954,  as  amended  (Public  Law 


480).  Foreign  disposals  will  not  count  as  exports  in  establishing  nation* 
marketing  quotas.  Net  sales  proceeds  are  to  be  transferred  to  the  mis 
laneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury." 

Rep.  Hemphill  discussed  the  plight  of  the  textile  industry  and  the 
fferential  on  cotton  imports,  saying,  "It  is  manifestly  unfair  to  dor 
ucers  to  force  them  to  pay  more  for  their  raw  product  than  foreigy 
duce\s  pay."  p.  8183 


2. 


SEEDS.  Ttessed  without  amendment  H.  R.  5546,  to  amend  the  Federal> 
amended,  \o  as  to  prohibit  the  importation  of  any  type  of  seed 
p.  8171 


3.  FARM  PROGRAM.  \Rep.  Berry  criticized  the  USDA's  role  in 
"Congress  owes  \he  American  people  a  precise  searching 
to  many  importanK questions."  p.  8194 


4.  TAXATION.  Rep.  Harsfta  criticized  a  charge  by  Mortime  Chapin,  Commissioner  of 
IRS,  that  American  farmers  fail  to  report  an  estima^  i  $4  billion  a  year  in 
taxable  income,  saying \"to  categorically  say  thag  t  i  American  farmers  are 
evading  income  taxes  is  \  serious  charge  and  he/shou  1  either  prove  it  or  apol^1 


ogize."  p.  8170 


Istes  case  and  said, 
flysis  and  answers 


5.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Bailey,  removed  from  the  Consent  Calendar 
H.  R.  8962,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  since  the  committee  has 
reported  a  revised  bill,  H.  R.  11665.  p.  8170 


6.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Passed  without  amendme 
nation  of  the  week  commencing  Octojaar 
p.  8171 


H.  J.  Res.  688,  providing  for  the  desig- 
1962,  as  "National  Public  Works  Week. 


7. 


STOCKPILING.  At  the  request  ofi^Rep.  McFall ,\nassed  over  without  prejudice 
H.  Con.  Res.  473,  providing  tne  express  approval  of  the  Congress,  pursuant  to 
section  3(e)  of  the  Strategic  and  Critical  Materials  Stock  Piling  Act  (50  U.S.C 
98b(e)),  for  the  disposition  of  certain  material^  from  the  national  stockpile* 
p.  8174 


( 


8.  WATER  POLLUTION.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  10617,  providing  that  the  United 

States  district  cou/ts  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  certain  cases  involving  pollu¬ 
tion  of  interstate  river  systems,  and  providing  for  the  \(enue  thereof,  pp, 
8175-6 


9. 


CENTENNIALS.  Kep.  Pfost  discussed  the  centennial  of  the  Homestead  Act,  saying, 
"I  think  th/greatest  contribution  that  the  Homestead  Act  made\was  in  the  exten^ 
sion  of  th^  principle  that  the  public  lands  of  the  United  StateV should  not  be 
hoarded  but  should  be  developed  for  their  highest  and  best  use."\p.  8177 


10.  APPROPRIATIONS;  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Received  from  the  President  an  amendment  to  the 
budget  for  the  fiscal  year  1963  involving  an  increase  of  $210,800,000 \or  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  (H.  Doc.  409).  p.  8197 


tfDS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  the  "Fifteenth  reprint 
pertaining  to  land  appraisal  practices"  (H.  Rept.  1717).  p.  8198 
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such  action  as  the  House,  in  its  wisdom,  may 
see  fit  to  take. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Francis  E.  Walter, 

Chairman. 

SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  Vill  read  the  subpena. 

The  Oterk  read  as  follows : 

The  PeIs^ple  of  the  State  of  New  York 
To:  DonaliK  Afpell,  House  Committee  on 
Un-Amen^an  Activities,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Greeting:  We  Command  you,  that  all  busi¬ 
ness  and  excuses 'being  laid  aside,  you  and 
each  of  you  appeaX  and  attend  before  Mr. 
Justice  Abraham  N.'Geller,  at  special  and 
trial  term  part  23,  roorn  252  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  New  York 
County  courthouse,  FoleX  Square,  Borough 
of  Manhattan,  on  the  23d\lay  of  May  1962 
at  10  o’clock,  in  the  forenoWi,  and  at  any 
adjourned  date  to  testify  anoSgive  evidence 
in  a  certain  action  now  pending,  in  the  said 
court,-  then  and  there  to  be  triXi  between 
John  Henry  Faulk,  plaintiff  and  Aware,  Inc., 
Laurence  A.  Johnson  and  Vincent  Hartnett, 
defendants  on  the  part  of  the  said  defendants 
and  for  a  failure  to  attend  you  wiN.  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court,  and 
liable  to  pay  all  damages  sustained  therefc 
to  the  party  aggrieved,  and  forfeit  $50  in  ad-\ 
dition  thereto. 

Witness,  Hon.  Abraham  N.  Geller,  one  of 
the  justices  of  said  supreme  court,  at  New 
York  County  courthouse  the  15th  day  of 
May  1962. 

James  McGtjrrin,  Clerk. 

Saxe,  Bacon  &  O’Shea, 
Attorneys  for  Defendants. 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
resolution  (H.  Res.  650)  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

Whereas  in  the  case  of  John  Henry  Faulk, 
plaintiff,  and  Aware,  Inc,,  Laurence  A.  John¬ 
son  and  Vincent  Hartnett,  defendants,  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of 
New  York,  New  York  County,  a  subpena  was 
issued  upon  the  application  of  Saxe,  Bacon, 
and  O’Shea,  attorneys  for  the  defendant,  and 
addressed  to  Donald  Appel,  a  staff  investiga¬ 
tor  for  the  Committee  on  Un-American  Ac¬ 
tivities,  United  States  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  directing  him  to  appear  to  testify  and 
give  evidence  before  the  said  court  on  the 
23d  day  of  May  1962,  at  10  o’clock  in  the 
forenoon,  at  Part  23,  Room  252  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  New  York,  New  York  Counj/ 
Courthouse,  Foley  Square,  Borough  of 
hattan;  and 

Whereas  by  the  privileges  of  the  Hodse  of 
Representatives  no  staff  employee  is  .author¬ 
ized  to  appear  and  testify,  but  bj/order  of- 
the  House :  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved,  That  Donald  Appetf,  a  staff  in¬ 
vestigator  for  the  Committee yon  Un-Ameri¬ 
can  Activities,  United  States  .House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  is  hereby  authorized  to  appear  at 
the  place  and  before  the  (Zourt  named  in  the 
subpena  before  mentioned  to  testify  to  any 
matter  determined  by/the  court  to  be  ma¬ 
terial  and  relevant  for  the  purpose  of  identi¬ 
fication  of  any  document  or  documents  pro¬ 
vided  said  document  or  documents  have  pre¬ 
viously  been  made  available  to  the  general 
public;  but  said  Donald  Appell  shall  respect¬ 
fully  decline /to  testify  concerning  any  and 
all  matters  £ hat  may  be  based  on  knowledge 
acquired  /by  him  in  his  official  capacity, 
either  by  reason  of  documents  and  papers 
appearing  in  the  files  of  the  said  Committee 
on  Un-American  Activities,  including' any 
minutes  or  transcripts  of  executive  sessions 
or/any  evidence  of  witnesses  in  respect  there- 
6,  or  by  virtue  of  conversations  or  communi- 
/cations  with  any  person  or  persons,  as  such 


testimony  is  within  the  privilege  of  the  House 
of  Representatives;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  to  the  said  court  as  a  respectful 
answer  to  the  subpena  before  mentioned. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


BURLEY  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

Mr.  ASPINALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  9647)  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
enter  into  an  amendatory  contract  with 
the  Burley  Irrigation  District,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  a  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amendment 
as  follows; 

Page  2,  line  15,  strike  out  "designed”  and 
Insert  “defined”? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle^ 
man  from  Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
irX 

Amotion  to  reconsider  was  lajd  on  the 
table\ 


located  in  Prince  William  County, 
with  an  amendment  of  the  Senate  th^e- 
to,  and  concur  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  th^/bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate'  amend¬ 
ment  as  follows:  / 

Page  1,  line  6,  after  “valu6”  insert  “to 
Prince  William  County,  Virginia,  or  to  a  non¬ 
profit  corporation  designated  by  the  board 
of  supervisors  of  such  county”. 

The  SPEAKER  pn/tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  (Zarolina? 

There  was  no  /Objection. 

The  Senat^  amendment  was  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motiopZto  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


ARMY  DISTAFF  FOUNDATION 

Mr.  MCMILLAN.  My  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  tj/  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  2838)  to 
exempt  from  taxation  certain  property 
of  the  Army  Diataff  Foundation,  with 
Senate  amendment*  thereto,  and  concur 
in  the  Senate  amenctanents. 

The  Clerk  read  thevitle  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  theXgenate  amend¬ 
ments  as  follows: 

Page  line  13,  after  “alX^  insert  “real 
propert 

Paa/3,  after  line  20,  insert: 

sc.  2.  The  tax  exemption  authorized  by 
Act  shall  become  effective  on\he  first 
fy  of  the  fiscal  year  next  following  the 
completion  of  construction  by  the  ArmXDis- 
taff  Foundation  of  facilities  necessarX  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  foundation \is 
described  in  its  certificate  of  incorporation:. 
Provided,  That  such  exemption  shall,  in  no' 
event,  be  applicable  to  any  fiscal  year  prior 
to  the  fiscal  year  commencing  July  1,  1962, 
and  ending  June  30,  1963.” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


SALE  OF  CERTAIN  PROPERTY 
OWNED  BY  DISTRICT  OF  COLUM¬ 
BIA  IN  PRINCE  WILLIAM  COUNTY, 
VA. 

Mr.  McMILLAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  9699)  to 
authorize  the  Commissioners  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  to  sell  certain  prop¬ 
erty  owned  by  the  District  of  Columbia 


lONG  KONG  REFUGEES 

GXfcr.  WALTER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
iinute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
'remarks  and  to  include  an  editorial.) 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Washington  Post  of  yesterday  contains 
a  very  illuminating  article  by  Murrey 
Marder  concerning  the  situation  in 
Hong  Kong. 

My  colleagues  serving  with  me  on  the 
immigration  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  discussed  the  ar¬ 
ticle  extensively  this  morning. 

It  seems  to  us  that  all  of  our  colleagues 
in  the  House  can  examine  this  piece 
profitably  because  out  of  it  we  will,  per¬ 
haps,  get  some  idea  of  how  we  can  take 
advantage — and  by  “we”  I  mean  the 
free  world — of  the  situation  which  dem¬ 
onstrates  beyond  any  peradventure  of  a 
doubt  the  failure  of  the  Communist  sys¬ 
tem  of  government.  We,  of  course,  are 
in  no  position  to  absorb  any  significant 
number  of  these  people,  but  it  seems  to 
me  that  Generalissimo  Chiang  Kai-shek 
could  deal  an  almost  mortal  blow  to  the 
Communist  Chinese  regime  if  he  would 
find  it  possible  to  welcome  to  the  China 
that  he  speaks  for  a  significant  number 
of  the  refugees,  who  by  their  flight  from 
the  Chinese  mainland  attest  to  the  utter 
failure  of  the  Communist  rule.  In  that 
^connection  I  am  sure  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  would  very  gladly  make  available  to 
the  hungry  refugees  those  agricultural 
surpluses  which  are  so  abundant  in  this 
coumry. 

It  was  encouraging  to  me  to  see  this 
morning\an  Associated  Press  dispatch 
from  Taipei  stating  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  China  is  considering  a  massive 
relocation  program  for  the  Chinese 
refugees  in  Hong  Kong  and  is  appar¬ 
ently  willing  toNvelcome  to  Taiwan  all 
those  refugees  wijo  wanted  to  leave 
Hong  Kong. 

The  newspaper  article  referred  to  is 
as  follows: 

Red  Chinese  Puzzle — Unit's®  States  Seeks 
To  Assist  Hong  Kong  Refugees 
(By  Murrey  MartW) 

United  States  policymakers  aregroping  for 
some  possible  way  to  contributeNhumani- 
tarian  assistance  for  the  mass  of  \tarving 
Chinese  refugees  attempting  to  pods  into 
Hong  Kong  from  the  Communist  mainland. 
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\The  Kennedy  administration,  from  the 
President  to  Secretary  of  State  Dean  Rusk 
ana\.  top-rank  planners,  is  giving  serious 
thought  to  the  refugee  dilemma. 

But \o  far  the  only  answer  is  that  it  is 
truly  a  Chinese  puzzle,  with  dimensions  and 
implications  of  unknown  scope,  which  Red 
Chinese  themselves  must  solve. 

Even  though  Red  China  has  designated 
the  United  States  its  No.  1  world  enemy  and 
pours  vitriol  ork  the  administration’s  head 
daily,  the  United'.  States  has  a  long  record 
of  feeding  the  hungry  in  humanity’s  name. 
American  food  storage  capacity  is  bursting 
with  plenty,  with  stocks  which  cost  billions 
of  dollars  to  store,  oft6n  spoiling  for  want 
of  consumption.  \ 

If  Red  China  were  to  make  some  request 
for  international  assistance,  on  humani¬ 
tarian  grounds,  the  United  Stk^es  very  likely 
would  join  to  help  feed  the  huhgry  refugees 
clamoring  at  the  border  of  Hong.  Kong,  in¬ 
formed  sources  indicate.  \ 

Red  China  has  made  no  such  move*  Many 
experts  believe  she  never  will,  for  fear  that 
doing  so  could  be  regarded  as  gross  '•con¬ 
fession  of  error  that  the  “great  leap  forward” 
has  turned  into  “the  great  leap  outward.” 

At  the  same  time,  the  world  is  witnessing 
the  bitter  anomaly  of  a  Communist  wall 
erected  in  Berlin  to  keep  refugees  from  flee¬ 
ing  the  East,  and  a  Western  wall  being  ex¬ 
panded  in  Hong  Kong  to  keep  refugees  from 
reaching  the  West. 

There  is  great  admiration  here  for  the  ef¬ 
fort  which  the  British  and  their  Crown  Col¬ 
ony  of  Hong  Kong  have  made  to  accept 
thousands  of  refugees  in  its  tightly  packed 
area. 

Hong  Kong  has  absorbed  about  a  million 
and  a  half  refugees  from  China  in  the  last 
14  years.  In  the  last  few  weeks  alone  about 
30,000  refugees  are  believed  to  have  come  in, 
most  of  them  illegally.  Unchecked,  the  flow 
could  virtually  sink  the  Hong  Kong  colony. 

Anything  the  United  States  might  do,  of¬ 
ficials  here  point  out,  necessarily  would  be 
subordinate  to  British  and  Red  Chinese  ac¬ 
tion,  for  they  control  the  two  sides  of  the 
border. 

Communist  China  has  a  population  esti¬ 
mated  at  690  million — nearly  a  fourth  of  the 
world’s  total.  This  Chinese  population  is 
growing  at  the  staggering  rate  of  nearly  16 
million  people  a  year. 

In  other  words,  each  year  Red  China  pro¬ 
duces  almost  as  many  new  people  as  the  total 
population  of  Communist  East  Germany, 
about  16  or  17  million.  The  German  refugee 
problem  which  existed  in  Berlin,  therefore, 
was  miniscule  by  comparison. 

It  is  inconceivable,  therefore,  officials  note, 
to  think  of  accepting  all  the  refugees  Red, 
China  might  decide  to  turn  out.  Theoreti 
cally,  this  figure  could  be  in  the  millions, 
even  though  Communist  societies,  as  a  Blat¬ 
ter  of  standard  policy,  maintain  they/have 
no  population  problem  as  such. 

There  is  no  certainty,  analysts  Aay,  why 
Communist  China  is  allowing  so  many  refu¬ 
gees  to  leave.  There  are  only  /Various  hy¬ 
potheses:  to  ease  the  strain/on  seriously 
short  supplies  throughout  th/  mainland,  es¬ 
pecially  in  south  China;  to  flood  Hong  Kong 
with  refugees  and  put  pressure  on  its  exist¬ 
ence;  to  embarrass  the/West  which  often 
purports  to  welcome  an  victims  of  commu¬ 
nism,  or  simply  because  Red  China  is  in  in¬ 
ternal  decay  and  cannot  effectively  contain 
the  deluge. 

Two  lines  of  ^proach  are  being  explored 
here. 


Formosa,  headquarters  of  the  Nationalist 
Chinese  Government  of  Chiang  Kai-shek 
which  dreams  of  regaining  control  of  the 
mainland,  is  often  suggested.  But  Formosa, 
with  10.6  million  people,  most  of  whom  live 
on  the  one-fourth  of  the  land  area  suitable 
for  cultivation,  has  one  of  the  world’s  great¬ 
est  densities  of  population  per  square  mile 
of  arable  land. 

Moreover,  Chiang  is  hardly  likely  to  agree 
to  allowing  Formosa  to  become  a  safety  valve 
to  curb  any  internal  explosion  on  the  main¬ 
land;  that  is  what  his  hopes  are  tied  to. 

Officials  have  looked  around  teeming  Asia 
for  alternatives.  In  almost  every  case,  Indo¬ 
nesia,  the  Philippines,  etc.,  there  is  already 
a  huge  oversea  Chinese  population  problem, 
or  there  are  other  major  barriers. 

Most  Western  nations  have  insurmountable 
immigration  walls.  The  U.S.  quota  for  Chi¬ 
nese  immigration  is  100  a  year.  The  United 
States  has  provided  some  refugee  aid  facili¬ 
ties  to  Hong  Kong.  It  also  has  taken  in 
several  thousand  refugees  from  there  through 
its  last  Refugee  Act,  but  that  door  is  now 
closed. 

Northeast  Brazil  has  vast  open  areas,  but 
also  its  own  vast  problems  of  poverty  and 
unemployment.  Australia,  too,  has  huge 
vopen  space.  But  it  also  has  a  “whites  only” 
imigration  policy.  And  so  it  goes. 

/hat  of  direct  U.S.  food  aid  to  Red  China? 
OStqials  point  to  these  questions: 

Sntsuild  the  United  States  aid  a  county 
whichxdaily  assails  it  with  charges  that/ it 
is  "scheming  new  plots  of  aggression,” /that 
it  seeks  “to  turn  all  of  Asia  into  a  cmony” 
and  is  headed  by  a  President  with  /savage” 
designs  on  the  world? 

Would  fooa\aid  to  Red  China'  only  free 
her  resources  fo^  building  stronger  commu¬ 
nism? 

Militant  Red  China,  despitedts  own  famine 
threat,  is  shipping  several  rniUion  bushels  of 
wheat  to  its  ideological  /satellite,  Albania, 
which  has  broken  with'Moscow.  Should  the 
West,  therefore,  supp/y\gny  grain  to  Red 
China? 

What  of  the  effect  of  U.SNfood  shipments 
to  China  on  the  World  grain  inarket?  Can¬ 
ada  and  Australia  have  been \selling  great 
quantities  of  their  surplus  wheat  to  China. 

Beyond  these  factors,  there  is'a  Chinese 
tradition,  long  predating  communftm,  bar¬ 
ring  the  acceptance  of  government-to-gov- 
ernment/gifts.  The  tradition  is  that\gifts 
must  be  reciprocated  in  some  way.  *ted 
China/ is  likely  to  regard  any  offer,  expefc 
point  out,  as  an  attempt  to  embarrass  he? 
no/ to  aid  her. 


THE  AMERICAN  FARMER 


Tire  main  pfie  is  possibly  to  contribute  to 
some  kind  pi  international  arrangement  to 
resettle  some  portion  of  the  refugees.  A  sec¬ 
ondary  line  of  thought  is  to  offer  American 
food  to  Red  China  itself  on  humanitarian 
grounds.  Each  of  these  approaches  is  cou- 
plecj/wlth  a  host  of  opposing  arguments. 

Even  if  the  funds  are  available,  where  can 
^refugees  be  resettled? 


least.  Such  accusations  cast  aspersions 
On  the  character  of  all  farmers  and  they/ 
should  be  retracted. 

If  Mr.  Caplin  has  any  such  evidence 
against  particular  individuals  he  should 
use  the  remedies  available  to  hint,  but 
to  categorically  say  that  the  Aynerican 
farmers  are  evading  income  taxes  is  a 
serious  charge  and  he  should  either 
prove  it  or  apologize. 

Rural  America  has  longl5een  regarded 
as  a  stronghold  of  integrity. 

The  American  farmer  is  becoming  ac¬ 
customed  to  taking  ii/on  the  chin  from 
the  Federal  Government,  but  is  there  no 
limit? 

They  are  told .^rtiat  to  plant  and  how 
much  by  Uncle  Sam.  They  sell  their 
produce  in  markets  dominated  by  the 
Federal  Goyernment  and  depressed  by 
Government -owned  surpluses.  This  year 
they  were  even  confronted  with  an  ad¬ 
ministration  proposal  spelling  out  jail 
terms/for  dairy  farmers,  and  heavy  fines 
for  /Other  farmers  who  fail  to  trot  in 
F (/feral  harness.  In  recent  weeks  several 
irmers  were  forced  to  sell  out  at  heavy 
loss  in  order  to  pay  fines  assessed  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Again  the  heavy  hand  of  Government 
is  trying  to  coerce  or  intimidate  the 
American  farmer  and  cast  a  cloud  on  his 
integrity  by  such  a  charge.  Mr.  Caplin 
should  be  made  to  prove  his  sweeping 
indictment  or  apologize  to  the  American 
farmer. 


THE  CONSENT  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  This  is 
the  day  for  the  calling  of  the  Consent 
Calendar.  The  Clerk  will  call  the  first 
bill  on  the  calendar. 


PRINCE  GEORGES  COUNTY  SCHOOL 
BOARD,  MARYLAND 


'There  was  also,  however,  a  curious  inci¬ 
pient  in  Warsaw  last  Thursday,  in  the  in¬ 
terminable  series  of  United  States-Chinese 
talks.  As  the  110th  session  broke  up,  Chinese 
Communist  Ambassador  Wang  Ping-nan  con¬ 
cluded  his  meeting  with  U.S.  Ambassador 
John  Cabot,  and  told  startled  newsmen  who 
for  years  have  waited  in  vain  for  some  com¬ 
ment:  “I  have  something  to  say — you  can 
give  my  greetings  to  the  American  people.” 

Whether  this  incident  has  any  bearing  on 
the  internal  dilemma  of  China,  or  whether 
it  is  any  harbinger  of  anything  else,  is  part 
of  the  Chinese -puzzle  confronting  the  Ken¬ 
nedy  administration. 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  6759) 
for  the  relief  of  the  Prince  Georges 
County  School  Board,  Maryland. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


(Mr.  HARSHA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Speaker,  Morti¬ 
mer  Caplin’s  charge  that  the  American 
farmer  fails  to  report  an  estimated  $4  bil¬ 
lion  a  year  in  taxable  income  is  a  shock¬ 
ing  example  of  irresponsibility.  To  make 
such  a  sweeping  indictment  of  all  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  is  unwarranted  to  say  the 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8962) 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning 
cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be  re¬ 
moved  from  the  Consent  Calendar. 

In  explanation  of  this  request,  may  I 
say  that  another  clean  bill  has  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  and  reported  out  and  will  be 
before  the  Rules  Committee  tomorrow 
for  a  rule. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia  is  agreed  to 
and  the  bill  will  be  stricken  from  the 
calendar. 

There  was  no  objection. 
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HIGHLIGHTS :  Senate 

debated 

farm  bill.  Senate 

committee 

voted  to  report 

foreign  aid 

bill.  House  Rules  Committee  /leared  bill  to  revise  school  lunch  fund  apportionment 
formula.  Rep.  Findley  crit^ized  wheat  and  feed  grains\provisions  of  farm  bill. 

SENATE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  S.  3225,  the  farm  bill  %np.  8260-72,  8276-86, 
8289-98).  Agreed  to  a  unanimous-consent  agreement  by  Sen, ^Mansfield  that  on 
Thurs.,  May  24/  a  vote  shall  be  taken  on  the  Ellender  wheat  \nendment  at  2  p.m. , 
and  a  vote  shall  be  taken  on  the  Ellender  feed  grain  amendment\two  hours  later 
(pp.  8295-6; 

Sens.  Eastland,  McCarthy  (for  himself  and  Sens.  Humphrey  and  l£i*t calf)  ,  and 
Proxmire/submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  to  this  bill\S,  3225. 
p.  824j 

San.  Miller  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial,  "Truman's  Farm  Views," Critical 
of  ac  recent  remark  of  former  President  Truman  about  farmers  being  "the  Biggest 
yq^lers  in  the  country."  p.  8297 

SURPLUS .  FOOD.  Sens.  Mundt,  Humphrey,  Carlson,  Javits,  and  Keating  discussed\he 
plight  of  refugees  fleeing  from  Red  China  to  Hong  Kong  and  urged  the  use  of 
U.  S.  surplus  foods  to  aid  these  refugees,  pp.  8253-6,  8272-3 

Sen.  Humphrey  referred  to  an  article  concerning  famine-stricken  villages  in 
Dahomey,  West  Africa,  and  commended  the  food- for-peace  program  in  sending  food 
supplies  to  help  relieve  the  situation,  p.  8299 


2 


3.  FOREIGN  AID.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee 
"by  a  vote  of  14  to  3,  ordered  favorably  reported  with  amendments  S.  2996 ,/pro 
posed  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1962  . . .  the  committee  cut  funds  for  support¬ 
ing  assistance  by  $50  million  so  that  this  fund  now  would  provide  $400  ^million 
D393 


8. 


EXPORTS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  d/a  not  actu¬ 
ally  report)  with  amendment  S.  3161,  to  repeal  Sec.  12  of  the  Export  Control 
Act  of  \949  so  as  to  provide  for  continuation  of  the  authority  for  regulation 
of  export^.  p.  D393 


5. 


SMALL  BUSINESS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  tc/ report  (but  did 
not  actually  \eport)  with  amendment  S.  2970,  to  amend  the/Small  Business  Act 
so  as  to  proviae  for  the  establishment  of  a  revolving  fund  to  finance  certain 
functions  of  thexSmall  Business  Administration,  p.  D303 


6.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Sen\WcCarthy  criticized  the  use  of/health  requirements  to  re¬ 
strict  the  interstate\movement  of  milk  and  inserted  a  Minn.  State  Board  of 
Health  resolution  opposing  the  use  of  such  requirements  and  favoring  enactment 
of  S.  212,  the  proposed  National  Milk  Sanitation  Act.  pp.  8246-7  Q 

Sen.  Wiley  stated  "thatv the  solution  to  ttye  milk  problem  is  to  be  found"  in 
greater  consumption,  more  adequate  distribution,  and  expanded  research  to  find 
industrial  uses  for  dairy  products,  p.  42^7 


7.  LOANS.  The  Banking  and  CurrencyNlommitt^e  reported  with  amendment  S.  3327,  to 
make  certain  federally  impacted  afceas/eligible  for  assistance  under  the  public 
facility  loan  program  (S.  Rept.  151#).  p.  8243 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Sen.  Gruening  static!  hi£\ intention  to  propose  an  amendment  to 
S.  2965,  the  proposed  public  wants  acceleration  bill,  to  increase  the  amounts 
authorized  to  be  appropriated/for  an  amergency  program  of  public  works,  and 
inserted  replies  he  had  received  from  certain  States  on  the  need  for  additions! 
public  works  projects,  pp/  8286-9 


9.  EDUCATION;  CULTURAL  EXCHANGE.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  State  Department  a 
report  on  the  educatii/ial  and  cultural  exchange  program  for  the  fiscal  year  ( 
1961.  pp.  8240,  B24; 


4 


HOUSE 


10.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration 

of  H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  pp.  8222,  8240 

The  Committee  report  states  that  the  bill  makes  the  following  changes  in 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act: 

"The  formula  for  apportionment  of  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  is  based  upon  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  year, 
including  those  served  without  milk  as  a  beverage,  and  the  assistance  need 
rate  for  the  State.  Under  existing  law,  funds  are  apportioned  on  the  basis 
of  total  school-age  population.  During  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 
1962,  one-half  of  the  cash  assistance  funds  will  be  distributed  under  exist' 
ing  law  and  one-half  under  the  new  formula. 

"A  special  assistance  fund  is  authorized  to  assist  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist  and  which  are 
not  financially  able,  with  the  basic  assistance  provided  under  the  act,  to 


JL 


(1)  operate  a  lunch  program  or  (2)  meet  the  need  for  free  or  substantially 
reduced  price  lunches  among  those  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  price 
of  the  lunch..,. 

"The  method  is  revised  for  dividing  the  State's  share  of  the  cash 
assistance  funds  between  public  and  private  schools,  when  such  a  division 
is  necessary,  because  State  statutes  prevent  the  State  agency  from  dis¬ 
bursing  funds  to  private  schools.  The  bill  provides  that  division  be  made 
on  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  each  type  of  school  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  fiscal  year,  resulting  in  the  sane  average  per  meal  rate  in  both 
public  and  private  schools. 

rican  Samoa  is  brought  into  the  program.*’ 


11.  FARM  PROGRAM,  ^ep.  Findley  criticized  the  wheat  and  feed  g/ain  provisions  of 
the  farm  bill,\aying,  "the  farm  bill  (H.  R.  11222)  now  before  the  Rules  Com¬ 
mittee  would  force  Corn  Eelt  farmers  into  the  same  bureaucratic  briar  patch 
that  has  caused  sukji  misery  in  the  land  of  cotton,"  dp.  8222-3 


12.  RECLAMATION.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  7596,  to  /Authorize  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  to  construct ,  \perate ,  and  maintain  the  Navajo  Indian  irrigation 
project  and  the  initial  stage  of  the  San  Juan-Chfima  project  as  participating 
projects  of  the  Colorado  River  storage  project/  pp.  8199-221 


13. 


LANDS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  stakes  that  the  Subcommittee  on  National  Parks  of 
the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Cornmittee/"ordered  reported  favorably  to  the 
full  committee  H.  R.  5049,  H.  R.N5013,  aj/d  S.  4,  to  save  and  preserve  for  the 
public  use  and  benefit  a  portion  of  the/ remaining  undeveloped  seashore  of  the 
U.  S.  located  in  the  State  of  TexasX'/p.  D394 


14.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  The  Judiciary  Committee Ve ported  without  amendment  H.  R.  10618, 
granting  the  consent  of  Congress /o  the  southern  Interstate  Nuclear  Compact 
(H.  Rept.  1723).  p.  8240 


LAW. 


15. /The  Judiciary  Committee  voted/to  report  (but  <$id  not  actually  report)  with 

amendments  H.  R.  3,  to  establish  rules  of  interpretation  governing  questions 
of  the  effect  of  acts  of  Congress  on  State  laws.  \p.  D395 


j6.  COPYRIGHTS,  The  Judici/ty  Committee  voted  to  report 
port)  with  amendments'll.  J.  Res.  627,  extending  the 
protection  in  certain  cases,  p.  D395 


'but  did  not  actually  re- 
iration  of  copyright 


17.  TERRITORIES.  They&ules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for\the  consideration 

of  H.  R.  10937,/to  amend  the  Act  providing  for  the  economicNand  social  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  Rvukyu  Islands.  Rep.  Aspinall  announced  that  thrs*  bill  will  be 
considered  ojrt  Thurs.  pp.  8221,  8240 


18.  TREASURY.  /Both  Houses  received  from  GAO  a  report  "on  the  review  o£\the  Treasury 
Department  study  of  Treasury  tax  and  loan  accounts,  services  rendered  by  banks 
for  the  Federal  Government,  and  other  related  matters"  (H.  Doc.  429)  \  pp. 
8240/8243 


19.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  President  the  43d  report  tc 

ongress  on  lend-lease  operations  for  calender  year  1961  (H.  Doc.  420).  pp^ 
8199,  8242 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Mathias  criticized  the  Administration's  foreign  trade  bill 
and  inserted  several  critical  articles,  pp.  8227-9 


\ 


30. 
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ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


7ILDLIFE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Metcalf  urging  protection  of  wildUrte 
through  cooperative  planning  by  the  State  highway  departments,  Bureau  of,  Public 
Roads  and  fish  biologists,  p.  A3772 


22.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  inserting  an  /rticle  upon 
the  significance  of  good  soil  stewardship,  p.  A3773 

ExteA^ion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Udall  inserting  an  article  which/states  that 
8  out  of  X0  citizens  favor  the  establishment  of  a  youth  conservation  corps, 
p.  A3788 


23.  OPINION  POLL.  'Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Church  inserting  the  results  of  an 
opinion  poll,  including  agricultural  programs  and  recreational  projects,  pp, 
A3773-4 


24.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  King,  Calif.,  inserting  an  article 
by  William  Randolpn  Hearsfc,  editor  in  chief  of  the  yHearst  newspapers.  Editor1! 


Report  --  We  Support  the^Trade  Program. 


pp. 


A37JB1-2 


25.  TRANSPORTATION.  Extension  &£  remarks  of  Rep.  Banner  commending  and  inserting  a 
statement  and  stating  that  ifcis  a  "well-reasoned  appraisal  of  the  American 
maritime  industry."  pp.  A3784c6 


26.  FISHERIES.  Extension  of  remarks 

documenting  the  needs  of  the  Paci! 


Rep. ydiem  Miller  inserting  two  articles 
kc  Corast  fisheries,  pp.  A3736-8,  A3791-3 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  c/f\Rep.  Goodling  stating  that  farm  programs 
have  been  under  fire  for  a  considerable\number  of  years,  that  "no  workable 
program  has  ever  been  advanced.  /Each  succeeding  program  becomes  more  costly 
and  certainly  ridiculous,"  and/fnserting  ai^  article,  "Farm  Bill  and  Estes 
Scandal."  p.  A3801 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Dwyer  inserting  an  article,  "Estes  Scandal 

Serious."  p.  A3819 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


28.  SOIL  BANK.  S.  3334,  by  Sen,  Young,  N.  Dak.,  to  amend\he  Soil  Bank  Act  so  as 
to  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  conservation  reserve  payments 
directly  to  assigrieesof  such  payments;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee. 


29.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  H.  R.  11845,  by  Rep.  Mathias,  to  amend  the  Soil  Conservatioi 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  clarify  the  authorization  of  tnfe  Secretary  of- 
Agriculture /to  extend  the  benefits  of  such  act  to  lands  in  urba^i  areas;  to 
Agriculture  Committee.  Remarks  of  author.  p.  8227 


PERSONNEL'.  H.  R.  11848,  by  Rep.  Tollefson,  to  amend  the  Civil  Servi) 
ment  Act  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  of  inequities;  to  Post  Office 


Retire- 


ind  Civil 


Service  Committee. 


31.  LA^DS.  H.  Con.  Res.  477,  by  Rep.  Mathias,  to  establish  a  joint  congressional 
/committee  to  study  land  use  and  the  growth  of  metropolitan  areas;  to  Rules  \ 
/  Committee.  Remarks  of  author,  p.  8227 
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Report 
No.  1726 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  11665 


May  22,  1962. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  657] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  657,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  229 

H.  RES.  657 

[Report  No.  1726] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mat  22, 1962 

Mr.  Bolling,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution ; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

■I  i  j]  j|  if, 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to 

5  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 

6  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 

7  and  for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 

8  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one 

9  hour,  to  he  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman 

10  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Educa- 

11  tion  and  Labor,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under 

12  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 


V 


2 


1  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 

2  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 

3  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  con- 

4  sidered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to 

5  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion 

6  to  recommit. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  began  debate  oyi  school  lunch  fund  apportionment  bill. 

HOUSE 


i>: 


1.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportion¬ 
ing  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 
For  a  summary  of  the  bill  see  Digest  81.  pp.  8829-38  


2. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  The^  Public  Works  Committee  was  granted  untsil  midnight  Sat., 

June  2,  to  fil/4  report  on  H.  R.  10113,  to  establish  an  office  of  Public  Works 
Coordination  and  Acceleration  and  to  authorize  the  preparation  of  a  plan  for 
acceleration/of  public  works  when  necessary  to  avoid  serious\nationwide  unem¬ 
ployment  1/vels.  p.  8829 


FOREIGN  TkADE.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  10788,  to  amend\ection  204  of 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956  so  as  to  authorize  the  President  to  regulate  im- 

of  textiles  and  textile  products  from  nonparticipating  countries  of  multi¬ 
lateral  trade  agreements.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 

8828 

The  Select  Committee  on  Export  Control  issued  a  report  pertaining  to 
vestigation  and  study  of  the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949  (H.  Rept.  1753).  pi 
8860-1 


m- 


4.  EDUCATION.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
11888,  to  improve  the  quality  of  elementary  and  secondary  education  (H.  Rept. 


2 


1752) ,  with  amendments  H.  R.  11340,  to  assist  the  States  in  further  developi 
their  programs  of  general  university  extension  education  (H.  Rept.  1750),  and 
with  amendments  H.  R.  10056,  to  amend  Public  Laws  815  and  874,  81st  Congress, 
^relating  to  construction  and  maintenance  and  operation  of  public  schooler  in 
derally  impacted  areas,  to  deny  payments  to  school  districts  which  are  not 
incompliance  with  constitutional  requirements  that  public  schools  bp  operated 
on  a\racially  nondiscriminatory  basis  (H.  Rept.  1751).  p.  8860 


5.  DISASTElt\RELIEF ;  TERRITORIES.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without 
amendments.  1742,  to  authorize  Federal  assistance  to  Guam,  American  Samoa, 
and  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands  in  major  disasters  (H.  Rept. 
1747).  p.  8860 


6.  PERSONNEL.  The^Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  r/ported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  11753\to  provide  for  the  payment  of  certain;  amounts  and  restoratioi 
of  employment  benefits  to  certain  Government  officers/and  employees  improperly 
deprived  thereof  (H\Rept.  1748).  p.  8860  ' 


7. 


CIVIL  DEFENSE.  The  Government  Operations  Committal  issued  a  report  on  the 
national  fallout  sheltei\program  (H.  Rept.  1754?.  p.  8861 


8. 


BONDS.  Received  from  Treasu^ 
amount  of  obligations,  issue 
outstanding  at  any  one  time"; 


a  proposed  biLI  "to  increase  temporarily  the 
under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  which  may  be 
ip  Ways  an<y Means  Committee,  p.  8860 


( 


9.  BUILDINGS.  Received  from  the  President 
Committee  on  Federal  Office  Space. 


a  report  to  the  President  by  the  ad  hoc 
8860 


10.  FORESTRY;  MINING.  Received  from  QA6  aVeport  on  the  review  of  the  Administra¬ 
tion  by  the  Forest  Service  of  mining  claims  located  on  national  forest  lands 
reserved  from  the  public  domain,  p.  886C 


11. 


12. 


SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Cl^rit  Miller  discusseM  Soil  Stewardship  Week,  saying, 
"We  are  proud  of  the  men  and  women  of  the  soiJk  conservation  movement  for  the 
example  they  present  to  our  country  and  to  the\orld's  emerging  nations  of 
successful  cooperative /endeavor  --  public  and  private;  local,  State  and  Fed¬ 
eral."  pp.  8841-2  /  \  Q 

COTTON.  Rep.  Alexander  discussed  the  problems  of  the  ^domestic  textile  industry 
and  said,  "it  is/ridiculous  to  force  domestic  textile  producers  to  pay  more  foi 
the  same  raw  product  than  foreign  producers  pay.  This  rs^  unfair  competition 
of  the  rankest7  order ."  p.  8847 


13.  LEGISLATIVE 


called  or/Mon. 


ROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  Consent  Calendar  will  be 
on' Mon .  ,  puhe  "4,  and  debate  will  continue  on  H.  R.  11665.  to  revise  the| 
jschool  lunch  'formula,  on  Tues.P Also,  H.  R.  118 79^~the  proposed Vax  Rate  Ex- 


tensi 


Act  of  1962,  will  be  considered  next  Tues.  p.  8838 
RNED  until  Mon. ,  June  4.  p.  8860 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Schwengel  urged  a  bipartisan  investigation  of  the  USDA 
grain  storage  program  as  a  result  of  the  Estes  case,  stated  that  if  "this  ca. 
happen  with  Billie  Sol  Estes,  it  can  happen  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture1 

dealings  with  hundreds  of  others,"  and  inserted  an  editorial  supporing  his 
position,  pp.  A3979 
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\ity,  in  an  envelope  approximately  the 
size  of  a  postal  card.  It  is  requested  that 
eakh  Member  deposit  only  one  message. 
Thelse  are  the  final  dates  on  which  Mem¬ 
bers  niay  make  deposits  in  the  corner¬ 
stone  bbk. 


COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 

Mr.  BLAxbUK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Public  Workk  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  Saturday  t\ file  a  report  on  the 
bill  H.R.  10113.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  iVthere  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota?  \ 

There  was  no  objectionX 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  MINSHALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  96  I  was  recorded  ae  not 
being  present,  whereas,  in  fact,  l\was 
present  and  answered  to  my  name  when 
the  roll  was  called.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and" 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


ASTRONAUT  MALCOLM  SCOTT 
CARPENTER 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  Malcolm  Scott  Carpenter,  the 
second  American  astronaut  to  circle  the 
world,  was  received  in  his  home  State  of 
Colorado  over  the  weekend.  Thanks  to 
the  President  who  made  his  plane  avail¬ 
able,  we  were  able  to  get  there  in  time 
for  a  big  celebration  in  his  hometown  of 
Boulder,  Colo.  The  University  of  Colo¬ 
rado  issued  a  bachelor  of  science  degree. 
The  next  day  he  and  his  lovely  family 
visited  with  the  people  of  the  city  and 
county  of  Denver  and  participated  in 
tremendous  parade.  The  citizens 
record  and  had  the  largest  group 
history  of  Denver  to  celebrate  the 
feat  that  Scott  Carpenter 
formed. 

We  in  Colorado  are  proud 
tribution  he  has  made, 
he  will  be  performing 
the  future. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  657  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportion¬ 
ing  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 


man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  the 
bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the 
five-minute  rule.  At  the  conslusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  is  recognized  for  1  hour. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  and  yield  myself  such  time 
as  I  may  consume. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  is  recognized. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
was  no  controversy  on  this  subject  in 
the  Rules  Committee.  It  provides  for  a 
change  in  the  formula  of  apportionment 
of  moneys  under  the  school  lunch 
program. 

There  being  no  controversy  as  far  as 
the  Rules  Committee  is  concerned,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Missouri  has  explained  this 
rule,  which  makes  in  order  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  H.R.  11685  under  1  hour  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate.  It  is  an  open  rule.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  stated,  there 
was  no  opposition  to  this  measure  in  the 
Rules  Committee,  and  we  were  informed 
in  the  committee  that  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor  in  which 
this  bill  originated  reported  it  out  unani¬ 
mously.  The  Rules  Committee  therefore 
took  similar  action. 

I  have  been  informed  this  morning, 
however,  that  there  are  objections  on  the 
part  of  some  members  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  Labor  to  one  or 
two  provisions,  or  some  of  the  wording 
in  the  bill.  As  a  result  an  amendment 
or  amendments  may  be  offered.  I  do 
feel,  nevertheless,  that  this  bill  should 
be  considered  under  this  rule. 

I  have  no  further  requests  for  time  and 
yield  back  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
.  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the 
formula  for  apportioning  cash  assist¬ 
ance  funds  among  the  States  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  11665,  with 
Mr.  Brooks  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill,  H.R.  11665, 
amends  the  formula  for  distributing 
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cash  assistance  funds  to  the  States  un¬ 
der  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  It 
also  authorizes  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  reserve  some  funds  for  addi¬ 
tional  grants  to  school  districts  serving 
areas  of  low  economic  resources.  It  ex¬ 
tends  the  program  to  American  Samoa. 
A  so-called  separate  but  equal  provision 
of  the  1946  act  is  repealed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  does  not  create 
a  new  program.  No  new  appropriations 
are  authorized.  We  merely  provide  for 
a  more  equitable  method  of  distribution. 
The  changes  are  dictated  by  the  experi¬ 
ence  under  the  program  since  its  begin¬ 
ning. 

Hearings  on  the  basic  formula  change 
were  conducted  during  the  86th  and  87th 
Congresses.  We  heard  no  testimony  op¬ 
posing  the  formula  change. 

These  amendments  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

Under  existing  law  cash  assistance 
funds  are  apportioned  on  the  basis  of 
school-age  population  and  per  capita 
personal  income.  Under  Department  of 
Agriculture  regulations,  States  are  re¬ 
quired  to  reimburse  participating  schools 
on  the  basis  of  number  of  lunches  served. 
The  basic  maximum  allowable  payment 
is  9  cents  for  each  type  A  lunch  with 
milk,  and  7  cents  for  each  type  A  lunch 
without  milk. 

Because  the  program  has  grown  faster 
in  some  States  than  in  others,  in  actual 
practice  the  average  per  meal  rates  of 
cash  assistance  any  State  is  able  to  pay 
its  school  systems  tends  to  be  related 
more  to  the  rate  of  progress  growth  than 
to  need  as  measured  by  per  capita  in¬ 
come  in  the  State.  Thus,  a  State,  where 
income  level  is  high  but  with  below 
average  participation,  may  be  able  to  re¬ 
imburse  the  school  systems  at  a  higher 
rate  than  can  a  State  where  income 
levels  are  low  but  where  participation  is 
high. 

Under  the  formula  changes  proposed 
in  H.R.  11665,  cash  assistance  funds 
would  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of 
total  number  of  lunches  served  during 
the  previous  year,  together  with  the  as¬ 
sistance  need  rate  of  each  State. 

Nearly  all  of  the  witnesses  before  us 
wanted  a  floor  of  5  cents  under  pay¬ 
ments  and  a  ceiling  of  9  cents.  The 
committee  was  reluctant  to  write  such 
a  floor  and  ceiling.  In  such  an  event, 
without  full  implementation,  it  was  ob¬ 
vious  that  the  States  with  the  higher  as¬ 
sistance  need  rates  would  be  those  to 
suffer. 

It  is  my  fervent  hope,  however,  that 
sufficient  funds  will  be  made  available 
so  that  no  school  system  will  receive  less 
than  5  cents  per  meal  served. 

The  new  section  11  is  designed  to 
provide  additional  payments  to  districts 
located  in  areas  of  extreme  economic 
distress.  In  many  areas — and  some  are 
in  my  State  of  West  Virginia — there 
are  a  relatively  high  number  of  children 
who  cannot  purchase  a  meal.  The  re¬ 
sources  of  many  of  these  same  school 
districts  are  so  limited  that  the  need 
cannot  be  met  with  the  normal  cash  as¬ 
sistance  program.  The  committee 
learned  that  the  less  well  off  school  dis¬ 
tricts  attempt  to  meet  the  situation 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


8830 

either  by  having  to  serve  a  higher  than 
average  number  of  free  meals  or  by 
charging  an  unrealistically  low  price. 
We  purposely  gave  discretion  to  the  De¬ 
partment  in  order  to  meet  both  types  of 
situations.  We  did  ask  the  Department 
to  submit  the  guidelines  it  proposed. 
These  have  been  included  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  so  that  the  intent  of  Con¬ 
gress  will  be  clear. 

Under  existing  law  private  schools 
may  participate  in  the  program.  We 
have  retained  this  provision.  At  pres¬ 
ent,  in  the  case  of  those  States  where 
the  appropriate  State  agency  is  pro¬ 
hibited  by  law  from  reimbursing  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
may  do  so  directly.  He  reserves  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  States’  allotment  equal  to 
the  percentage  of  the  State’s  total  ele¬ 
mentary  and  secondary  school  enroll¬ 
ment  accounted  for  by  private  elemen¬ 
tary  and  secondary  schools. 

Under  H.R.  11665  the  method  for  di¬ 
viding  the  State’s  share  of  the  cash  as¬ 
sistance  funds  between  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  schools,  when  such  a  division  is 
necessary,  is  altered.  The  bill  provides 
that  division  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in 
each  type  of  school.  This  is  consistent 
with  the  changes  made  in  the  basic 
formula,  and  results  in  the  same  aver¬ 
age  per  meal  rate  in  both  public  and 
private  schools  in  each  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  approval  of  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  concluding,  I  would 
like  to  read  into  the  Record  a  letter  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  : 

Department  op  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  18,  1962. 
Hon.  Adam  C.  Powell, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor,  House  of  Representatives,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  * 

Dear  Mr.  Powell:  Reference  is  made  to 
H.R.  11665,  a  bill  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  which  was  reported  favor¬ 
ably  by  your  committee  on  May  10,  1962. 

This  bill  incorporates  all  of  the  changes 
in  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  recom¬ 
mended  by  this  Department  in  a  series  of 
hearings  held  by  your  Subcommittee  on 
General  Education.  We  support  passage  of 
H.R.  11665  and  we  believe  that  it  will  in¬ 
crease  the  effectiveness  of  the  program  of 
Federal  aid  to  nonprofit  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams. 

We  are  hopeful  that  this  legislation  will 
be  made  effective  for  the  1963  fiscal  year. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  S.  Murphy, 

Under  Secretary. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  has  said,  there  was  no 
basic  argument  in  the  committee  with 
respect  to  the  proposed  changes  in  the 
formula  for  distribution  of  funds  under 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  The 
changes  proposed  will  provide  money  on 
the  basis  of  the  number  of  school 
lunches  served  instead  of  the  total  school 
age  population. 

I  might  say,  however,  that  I  regret 
that  the  report  was  not  prepared  more 
carefully.  On  reading  it  I  find  no  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  way  in  which  the  proposed 


changes  in  the  distribution  of  the  funds 
differ  from  the  old  method,  either  in 
dollar  amount  or  the  amount  of  cents 
per  lunch  in  an  individual  State. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  table  which  appears  on 
page  5  of  the  report,  which  indicates 
the  proposed  distribution  of  the  funds  to 
the  various  States,  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia,  and  so  on.  One  will  see  that 
there  is  no  reference  to  the  amount 
which  each  State  or  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  receives  under  the  present  dis¬ 
tribution  of  funds.  There  is  no  com¬ 
parison  made. 

As  an  example,  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  would  receive  a  very  sharp  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  dollar  amount,  but  there  is 
no  evidence  of  this  in  the  report.  I 
might  say  that  the  hearings  do  indi¬ 
cate,  to  some  extent  at  least,  that  the 
major  changes  proposed  seek — and  I 
think  this  is  desirable — to  provide  more 
aid  to  the  areas  that  need  it  most,  rather 
than  to  areas  which  perhaps  have  other 
ways  of  meeting  needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  basic  objection  is 
this - 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  mentioned  the  situation 
which  exists  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
Let  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
remind  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
that  the  per  capita  income  rate  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  is  higher  than  every 
other  State  except  the  State  of  Dela¬ 
ware.  Yet  they  were  participating  in 
this  program  last  year  to  the  extent  of 
8.5  cents  per  meal.  I  believe. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  am  not,  I 
might  say  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia,  necessarily  holding  a  brief  for 
the  District  of  Columbia.  However,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  report  on  the  bill 
should  give  an  indication,  either  through 
the  amount  of  funds  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  on  an  individual  school  lunch  basis, 
or  the  dollar  amount,  where  there  is 
going  to  be  a  sharp  reduction  of  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  point  out  that 
the  District  of  Columbia,  under  the  pres¬ 
ent  method  of  distribution,  assuming  a 
fund  of  $98.6  million,  would  receive  an 
appropriation  of  $215,000.  Under  the 
proposed  method  they  would  receive  only 
$152,000.  It  may  be  that  less  should  be 
provided  to  the  District  of  Columbia, 
but  it  does  seem  to  me  that  we  should 
know  how  the  proposed  formula  differs 
from  the  present  one.  I  am  not  sug¬ 
gesting  an  attempt  to  hide  essential  in¬ 
formation.  When  we  dig  for  it,  it  is 
available.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
tabulation  is  not  of  much  value  unless 
it  gives  the  difference  between  what  we 
are  presently  doing  and  what  we  are 
proposing  to  do. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  would  like  to  remind 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  that 
this  bill  is  designed  to  operate  particu¬ 
larly  in  a  manner  to  take  care  of  the 
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situation  in  areas  of  the  country  where 
they  are  unable  to  provide  lunches  for 
their  children. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Well,  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  that  I  have  already  backed  the 
idea  of  the  proposed  revisions  in  the  basic 
law  so  as  to  provide  more  funds  where 
we  figure  more  funds  are  needed,  and  to 
reduce  somewhat  funds  where  they  are 
less  badly  needed.  I  am  not  arguing 
with  the  general  formula  which  is  being 
proposed.  I  simply  think  the  report  is 
inadequate  in  stating  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  would  like  to  read  a  little 
bit  of  information  into  the  Record  at  this 
time: 

The  District  of  Columbia  came  into  the 
program  but  recently.  Because  many  of  its 
school  buildings  are  old  and  not  equipped  for 
serving  lunches,  and  because  many  of  the 
youngsters  are  within  walking  distance  of 
the  school,  the  participation  rate  is  ex¬ 
tremely  low.  The  District  has  been  using 
school  lunch  funds  to  pay  seven-tenths  of  a 
cent  per  half  pint  toward  the  cost  of  the 
special  milk  program.  It  may  continue  to  do 
so.  Total  school  lunch  funds  to  the  Dis¬ 
trict  will  be  reduced.  The  District  asked 
the  subcommittee  for  special  dispensation  to 
count  the  half  pints  of  milk  served  under 
the  special  milk  fund.  The  subcommittee 
was  not  inclined  to  make  any  exceptions. 
Department  officials  advised  us  that  the  Dis¬ 
trict’s  problems  could  be  handled  through 
the  special  school  milk  program.  We  are  ad¬ 
vised  this  has  been  done,  and  Superinten¬ 
dent  Hansen  is  satisfied. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  might  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  that  I  made  a  mistake 
with  reference  to  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia.  The  program,  once  it  is  established 
and  after  this  transition  period  of  1  year 
has  gone  by,  will  be  even  more  prejudi¬ 
cial  to  the  District  of  Columbia  than  I 
have  just  stated.  If  $98,600,000  were 
made  available  under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  the  District  could  now  receive 
$215,000,  as  I  have  already  stated.  But 
under  the  proposed  method  of  distribu¬ 
tion,  the  District  would  receive  only 
$89,000,  which  is  a  very  sharp  and  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction,  which  may  have  led 
to  the  protest  to  which  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  just  referred. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  a 
further  comment  with  respect  to  the  re¬ 
port.  The  tabulation  on  page  5  of  the 
report  is  inaccurate.  It  fails  to  indicate 
how  the  changes  in  the  formula  which 
the  adoption  of  these  amendments  would 
provide  will  affect  the  various  States. 
The  tabulation  states  that  this  will  be 
the  distribution  under  the  proposed  for¬ 
mula.  That  is  inaccurate. 

I  should  like  to  refer  to  the  hearings 
on  page  13.  The  tabulation  there,  if  I 
am  reading  the  material  correctly,  refers 
to  the  proposed  distribution  in  the  first 
year  under  these  changes.  The  tabula¬ 
tion  in  the  report  also  refers  to  the  first 
year  only,  the  so-called  transitional  pe¬ 
riod.  In  the  second  and  succeeding  years 
there  will  be  quite  different  distributions, 
which  are  found  on  page  12  of  the  hear¬ 
ings.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  re¬ 
port  itself  either  should  say  that  the 
distribution  proposed  is  during  the  tran¬ 
sition  period  of  1  year,  or  it  should 
give  additional  figures  to  show  what  the 
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changes  would  be  in  subsequent  years. 
It  is  an  unintentional  oversight,  I  am 
quite  sure. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  further. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  will  re¬ 
member  that  in  the  subcommittee  hear¬ 
ings,  in  order  to  make  this  change  work 
smoothly,  it  was  decided  the  first  year 
to  make  one-half  of  the  appropriations 
to  the  program  under  the  present  law 
and  the  other  half  of  the  money  would 
be  apportioned  under  the  new  procedure, 
based  upon  the  meals  served  rather  than 
upon  the  number  of  children  in  the 
school  districts.  That  may  account  for 
the  low  rate  for  the  District  in  the  first 
year.  That  will  be  adjusted  in  time,  in 
the  second  and  third  years. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  The  transi¬ 
tion  period  is  proposed  to  ease  the  prob¬ 
lems  which  otherwise  might  arise  in  such 
areas  as  the  District  of  Columbia.  But 
I  think  it  is  misleading  to  say  that  the 
proposed  formula  will  result  in  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  funds  indicated  in  the  report. 
It  will  do  so  only  in  the  immediate  fu¬ 
ture,  and  for  one  12-month  period,  and 
the  report  should  have  so  stated.  There 
will  be  a  substantial  change  in  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  funds  in  the  succeeding 
years,  as  the  hearings  on  page  12  clearly 
indicate.  I  think  the  report  is  badly 
drafted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  main  complaint 
about  this  bill,  and  I  think  it  is  a  sub¬ 
stantial  one,  refers  to  the  language  at 
the  bottom  of  page  6  of  the  bill,  begin¬ 
ning  in  line  20,  section  6.  I  refer  par¬ 
ticularly  to  the  proposed  section  11, 
found  on  line  2  of  page  7,  which  au¬ 
thorizes  “such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  enable  the  Secretary,  under  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be 
in  the  public  interest,  to  provide  special 
assistance  to  schools  drawing  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist,”  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  propose  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  all  this  language. 
It  is  very  badly  drawn,  and  far  to  broad. 
The  report  itself  recognizes  that  fact, 
because  it  spells  out  in  some  detail  just 
how  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
should  administer  the  program  if  funds 
should  be  appropriated  under  this  sec¬ 
tion.  I  point  to  the  language  on  pages 
6  and  7,  two  full  pages  of  the  report, 
describing  the  way  in  which  the  admin¬ 
istration  would  probably  administer  a 
program  if  money  should  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  particular  provision.  My 
point  is  that  if  we  feel  that  the  changes 
proposed  in  the  distribution  of  funds  will 
still  not  eliminate  certain  inequities  and 
if  there  are  going  to  be  needy  areas 
which  deserve  further  attention,  then  we 
should  spell  out  ways  in  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  might  provide  supplemental  as¬ 
sistance. 

I  think  it  is  highly  undesirable,  and 
I  regret  very  much  that  I  did  not  make 
this  point  in  committee,  that  we  should 
give  anybody,  even  a  Cabinet  officer,  an 
absolute  blank  check  in  such  matters. 
Why  should  he  determine  as  he  may 
deem  it  in  the  public  interest,  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  he  deems  ad¬ 
visable,  what  additional  funds  should  be 


given  to  various  districts?  The  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  proposal  is  to  be  car¬ 
ried  on  at  the  State  level,  and  that  the 
States  are  to  make  their  own  determi¬ 
nations  with  respect  to  need,  comforts 
me  not  at  all.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
way  of  legislative  history  to  bind  any 
Secretary,  either  this  one  or  the  next, 
to  observe  the  rules  which  we  suggest. 

I  also  suggest  that  the  so-called  guide¬ 
lines,  as  they  were  suggested  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  are  almost  incomprehen¬ 
sible.  I  would  like  to  refer  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  on  page  7  of  the  report.  This 
relates  to  what  are  called  special  appli¬ 
cation,  which  State  agencies  must  sub¬ 
mit  in  order  to  receive  additional  as¬ 
sistance  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture.  The  application  must 
provide  information  on  a  number  of 
things,  including,  in  point  4,  assurance, 
and  I  quote,  that  “any  token  charge 
made  to  needy  children  in  order  to  en¬ 
courage  independence  will  not  preclude 
participation  by  those  children  who 
need  to  receive  a  free  lunch  in  order  to 
participate.” 

I  wonder  what  that  language  could 
possibly  mean?  Presumably  we  are 
trying  not  to  penalize,  by  withholding 
and,  a  school  which  charges  a  nominal 
amount,  say  5  cents,  to  a  child  who 
otherwise  would  be  unable  to  pay  for 
food.  But  how  would  this  custom  of 
making  a  token  charge  to  needy  children 
preclude  participation  by  those  children 
who  need  to  receive  free  lunches?  And 
what  do  those  final  words  “in  order  to 
participate”  mean?  To  me  it  is  so  con¬ 
fusing  that  it  is  no  guideline.  At  the 
very  least,  if  we  have  something  in  mind, 
we  should  state  it  more  clearly. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  he  will  recall  that  in  individual 
school  districts  throughout  the  several 
States  of  the  Nation  their  way  of  han¬ 
dling  it  varies  in  each  of  the  school  dis¬ 
tricts.  The  situation  is  different  in 
nearly  every  State.  For  us  to  try  to 
write  into  the  bill  direct  guidelines  for 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  meet 
those  situations,  since  they  are  differ¬ 
ent,  it  would  be  almost  impossible  to 
write  legislation  that  would  cover  all  of 
them.  That  is  why  it  is  necessary  to 
give  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  some 
leeway  in  dealing  with  those  districts 
to  meet  these  individual  needs.  You 
would  not  pick  one  particular  pattern. 

As  to  the  last  question  the  gentleman 
asked,  there  are  some  parents  who  can 
provide  a  part  of  the  expenses  of  the 
youngsters.  They  cannot  pay  all  of 
them.  You  do  not  want  to  exclude  the 
youngsters  from  participating  in  the 
program  even  though  they  can  make 
only  half  a  contribution.  That  is  the 
purpose  of  the  legislation.  We  want 
them  all  to  participate.  If.  they  cannot 
pay  all  of  it,  we  will  take  half  of  it. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  for  his 
comments.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  a 
wise  proposal  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  make  such  determina¬ 
tions  on  any  conditions  that  he  sees  fit  to 
provide  special  assistance  to  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which 
poor  economic  conditions  exist. 

This  authority,  might  be  used — and,  of 
course,  it  would  not  be  under  the  present 
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administration  and  I  hope  not  in  suc¬ 
ceeding  ones — but  it  might  be  used  a 
few  weeks  prior  to  an  election  because 
some  particular  condition  suddenly 
comes  to  the  attention  of  the  Secretary. 
I  think  if  we  are  going  to  make  revisions 
in  the  law,  and  some  may  be  necessary, 
we  ought  to  take  a  good  look  at  this  be¬ 
fore  we  delegate  as  broad  an  authority 
as  is  provided  in  this  section  11. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mi*.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  The  gentleman 
has  pointed  out,  and  correctly  so,  that 
the  money  going  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  would  be  greatly  reduced, 
down  to  about  one-third  of  what  it  is 
now.  Of  course,  that  is  an  assumption. 
They  do  not  have  any  hot  lunch  program 
for  the  elementary  children  in  the 
District.  I  just  think  they  should.  I 
would  like  to  point  out — here  we  are  in 
the  Nation’s  capital  and  in  our  schools 
here  as  far  as  our  hot  lunch  program  is 
concerned,  they  are  about  20  years  be¬ 
hind  the  rest  of  the  country.  We  are 
establishing  hot  lunch  programs  in  other 
countries  and  here  we  do  not  even  have 
a  hot  lunch  program  for  children  in  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Apparently,  the 
administrators  of  the  schools  here  do  not 
want  one  either. 

I  think  it  is  a  disgrace  that  we  are  so 
far  behind  on  the  hot  lunch  program 
here.  It  is  time  to  start  getting  one  for 
elementary  children.  We  here  in  the 
Nation’s  capital  have  a  cafeteria  that  we 
go  to,  and  almost  everybody  who  works 
for  private  business  has  a  place  to  get  a 
hot  lunch  but  the  little  tots  have  to  tote 
a  cold  meal  to  school  just  like  we  did 
back  in  the  one-room  schoolhouse  days 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  As  I  have  already  stated  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia,  I  am 
in  favor  of  providing  as  many  hot 
lunches  to  as  many  children  as  we  can. 
I  am  in  favor  of  the  proposed  revisions 
of  this  act,  which  at  least  attempt  to  give 
money  to  the  States  which  have  the  most 
aggressive  and  widespread  programs. 

I  am  not  arguing  against  the  hot  lunch 
program. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  I  did  not  mean 
to  imply  that  the  gentleman  is  opposed 
to  hot  lunches  for  the  schoolchildren 
in  the  District. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  do  not  know  about 
the  school  lunch  program  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,  but  they  are  not  lacking  in 
the  ability  to  rock  out  the  windows  of 
the  schools  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
It  seems  to  me  last  year  the  bill  for  that 
purpose  went  to  something  like  $120,000 
or  $130,000  just  to  replace  the  glass  that 
had  been  rocked  out  during  the  vacation 
period.  They  may  not  have  the  school 
lunch  program  that  they  ought  to  have, 
but  they  sure  know  how  to  knock  the 
windows  out  of  the  school  buildings. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  hope  the 
gentleman  is  not  suggesting  that  the 


8832 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


May  31 


window  glass  should  not  be  replaced  in 
the  school  buildings. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Along  the  line  of  the 
remarks  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa,  I  would  like  to  state  that  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  has  been  operating 
a  hot  lunch  program  for  the  last  4  years 
for  high  school  children  and  junior  high 
school  children. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Yes,  but  not  for 
the  elementary  schools.  That  is  just  for 
the  high  schools  and  junior  high  schools. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  she 
may  require  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
Washington  [Mrs.  Hansen], 

Mrs.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  bill  H  R.  11665.  The  school 
lunch  program  has  been  one  of  the  most 
successful  programs  instituted  and  op¬ 
erated  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  formula  changes  proposed  in  this 
bill  will  provide  for  a  more  equitable  basis 
of  distribution  of  funds.  It  is  our  belief 
that  this  will  result  in  further  expansion 
by  the  States  and  local  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  program  was  born 
during  the  depression,  when  corn  was  be¬ 
ing  burned  for  coal  and  Americans  were 
going  hungry.  We  began  distributing 
surplus  food  to  needy  persons.  It  was 
soon  discovered  that  schoolchildren  were 
often  in  need  of  better  nourishment,  and 
that  schools  throughout  the  country  were 
logical  consumers  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities.  We  decided  that  farm 
surpluses  and  hungry  schoolchildren 
could  not  be  allowed  to  exist  side  by  side 
in  America.  The  surpluses  were  de¬ 
creased  and  the  needs  of  schoolchildren 
were  met.  The  school  lunch  program, 
which  had  to  develop  in  a  few  local 
school  systems  years  before  there  were 
large  agriculture  surpluses,  grew  rapidly 
with  such  cooperation  from  the  National 
Government. 

School  lunch  programs  provide  multi¬ 
ple  benefits.  The  reduction  of  surpluses 
and  the  feeding  of  hungry  children  are 
the  most  obvious.  The  operation  of  a 
school  cafeteria  makes  consolidation 
more  feasible.  In  the  urban  areas  the 
school  lunch  program  has  provided  a 
more  nutritious  lunch,  particularly  for 
the  children  of  working  mothers. 

One  more  most  important  point.  The 
consumers  of  tomorrow  are  developed  in 
today’s  school  lunchrooms. 

The  Congress  in  1946  recognized  these 
multiple  benefits  and  brought  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  into  permanent  part¬ 
nership  with  the  State  and  local  schools 
on  July  1.  The  original  formula  pro¬ 
vided  for  distribution  of  cash  assistance 
funds  on  the  basis  of  school-age  popu¬ 
lation.  As  a  result  of  experience,  we 
feel  we  have  outgrown  the  previous  for¬ 
mula.  It  is  now  much  more  equitable  to 
apportion  the  money  among  the  States, 
as  provided  in  H.R.  11665,  on  the  basis 
of  actual  participation  in  the  program 
plus  the  relative  need  of  the  State. 

By  apportioning  the  cash  assistance 
funds  on  the  basis  of  actual  participation 


in  the  program,  we  will  be  giving  recog¬ 
nition  to  those  areas  that  have  made 
greater  progress  in  extending  the  school 
lunch  to  more  children,  rather  than,  un¬ 
der  the  present  formula,  penalizing  them 
by  forcing  them  to  divide  their  money 
among  more  children. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Ichord]. 

Mr.  ICHORD  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  11665, 
necessary  legislation  revising  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act. 

The  national  school  lunch  program 
represents  an  investment  in  the  most  im¬ 
portant  asset  of  our  Nation.  It  is  a  pro¬ 
gram  in  which  we  can  take  pride.  Its 
cost  is  moderate,  but  its  value  is  beyond 
reckoning.  It  does  not  usurp  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  or  control  of  the  educational 
agencies  of  the  various  States,  but  it 
encourages  and  assists  these  agencies  in 
making  available  to  our  schoolchildren 
a  wholesome,  nutritious  lunch  at  mod¬ 
erate  cost.  Indeed,  for  children  who  can¬ 
not  afford  even  this  cost,  the  lunch  can 
be  served  at  a  reduced  price  or  free.  It 
may  be  a  little  difficult  for  us  here  to 
realize  it,  but  if  it  were  not  for  the  na¬ 
tional  school  lunch  program,  there  would 
be  many  schoolchildren  who  would  be 
hungry  this  afternoon,  and  there  would 
be  many  others  who  would  have  had  a 
very  inadequate  meal.  And  a  poorly 
nourished  child  is  not  able  to  meet  the 
increasingly  heavy  demands  which  our 
schools  are  placing — and  must  place — 
upon  our  children  if  our  Nation  is  to  re¬ 
tain  its  position  in  a  fast  developing 
world.  To  meet  the  problems  lying 
ahead  of  us  in  a  nuclear  age,  we  must 
have  a  society  which  is  firm  morally, 
tough  physically  and  tough  mentally. 
This  program  contributes  to  the  attain¬ 
ment  of  all  three  goals.  It  is  absolutely 
ridiculous  to  continue  with  a  program 
that  gives  cash  assistance  to  States  per 
meal  ranging  from  8.5  cents  per  meal  to 
19  cents  per  meal  without  any  relation 
to  need. 

We  have  before  us  some  recommended 
changes  in  the  national  school  lunch 
program.  Although  the  program  has 
been  very  successful,  experience  in  the 
past  few  years  has  revealed  certain  weak¬ 
nesses  that  need  correction — certain  im¬ 
provements  that  should  be  made.  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  bill  which  has  been  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  will  make  the  needed  correc¬ 
tions  and  improvements  and  give  us  a 
better  school  lunch  program. 

The  major  change  proposed  by  this 
bill  relates  to  the  formula  by  which 
funds  are  to  be  allocated  among  the 
States. 

The  present  method  of  apportioning 
the  funds  among  the  States  is  one  which 
appears  on  the  surface  to  be  logical,  but 
which  in  actual  practice  does  not  give 
the  sort  of  results  which  were  antici¬ 
pated  and  intended.  The  present  for¬ 
mula  involves  the  school-age  population 
in  each  State,  and  the  per  capita  income 
of  each  State.  As  I  stated,  on  the  sur¬ 
face  it  appears  to  be  logical,  but  the  var¬ 
iation  in  participation  among  the  States 
causes  this  formula  to  produce  unreason¬ 
able  variations  in  the  per-meal  assist¬ 


ance  provided  to  the  children  in  the 
various  States. 

It  is  logical,  and  it  was  intended,  that 
the  formula  should  give  somewhat  more 
assistance  to  those  States  with  a  some¬ 
what  lower  per  capita  income,  because 
they  are  in  the  greatest  need  of  help 
in  order  to  provide  their  children  with 
an  adequate  lunch.  However,  the  exist¬ 
ing  act  does  not  accomplish  this  objec¬ 
tive. 

When  all  the  50  States  are  ranked  in 
order  of  average  per  capita  income,  the 
inequity  of  the  present  formula  is  strik¬ 
ing.  During  this  school  year  the  aver¬ 
age  rate  of  assistance  per  meal  is  4.2 
cents.  Twenty-six  States  received  less 
than  this  average  amount.  If  the  pres¬ 
ent  formula  was  working  as  intended,  it 
would  be  expected  that  most  of  these 
States  would  be  among  those  having  the 
higher  per  capita  income,  but  such  is  not 
the  case. 

Exactly  half  of  the  26  States  that  re¬ 
ceived  less  than  the  national  average  of 
4.2  cents  per  meal  are  to  be  found  among 
the  States  with  the  lower  per  capita  in¬ 
come.  It  is  clear  that  the  present  for¬ 
mula  completely  fails  to  allocate  the  per 
meal  assistance  in  any  kind  of  a  logical 
manner  related  to  the  State  per  capita 
income. 

The  proposed  formula  will  completely 
correct  this  inequity.  The  States  with 
per  capita  income  equal  to  or  larger  than 
the  national  average  would  all  receive 
the  same  per  meal  assistance,  being  as¬ 
signed  an  assistance  need  rate  of  five. 
The  States  with  per  capita  income  less 
than  the  national  average  would  receive 
larger  per  meal  assistance,  ranging  to  a 
maximum  assistance  need  rate  of  nine. 

If  the  appropriation  should  be  suffi¬ 
cient  to  fully  implement  this  program — 
and  this  is  what  I  should  like  to  see — 
the  per  meal  assistance  would  range  from 
a  low  of  5  cents  per  meal  to  a  maximum 
of  9  cents  per  meal,  as  compared  to  the 
present  range  of  a  low  of  1.9  cents  now 
supplied  to  Hawaii,  to  a  high  of  8.5  cents 
now  supplied  to  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  bill  provides  that  the  change  in 
allocation  of  funds  will  be  made  on  the 
partial  basis  the  first  year,  thus  allow¬ 
ing  a  gradual  transition  to  the  new  for¬ 
mula  which  will  be  fully  effective  the 
second  year. 

I  think  the  other  changes  in  the  school 
lunch  program  which  are  effected  by 
this  bill  requii'e  less  explanation. 

The  bill  authorizes  a  special  fund  to 
assist  schools  whose  attendance  is  from 
areas  with  especially  difficult  economic 
conditions,  which  are  not  financially  able 
to  operate  a  lunch  program,  or  which  are 
unable  to  meet  the  need  for  free  or  sub¬ 
stantially  reduced  price  lunches  for  those 
children  unable  to  pay  the  full  price  of 
the  lunch.  These  are  the  areas  which 
need  help  the  most  of  all. 

There  is  a  provision  for  equitably  di¬ 
viding  the  State’s  share  of  assistance 
funds  between  the  public  and  private 
schools  in  those  particular  States  where 
such  division  is  necessary  because  of 
State  statutes  which  prevent  the  State 
agency  from  disbursing  funds  to  private 
schools.  And  finally,  the  bill  brings 
American  Samoa  into  the  program. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  bill  which 
corrects  some  accidental  inequities  and 
establishes  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  fair,  just,  and  impartial  basis. 
In  my  opinion,  it  deserves  the  support 
of  every  Member  of  the  House. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Gary], 

(Mr.  GARY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  speak  out  of  order.) 

RETIREMENT  OF  ADM.  ALFRED  C.  RICHMOND 

Mr.  GARY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  formal 
change-of-command  ceremonies  today 
aboard  the  Cutter  Campbell  on  the  Po¬ 
tomac  River  here  in  Washington,  Adm. 
Alfred  C.  Richmond  relinquishes  his 
duties  as.  Commandant  of  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  to  Adm.  Edwin  J.  Roland.  Ad¬ 
miral  Richmond  made  known  his  deci¬ 
sion  to  retire  some  time  ago,  but  for 
those  of  us  in  the  Congress  who  have 
worked  closely  with  him,  it  is  impossible 
to  view  the  development  of  the  day 
without  pangs  of  regret. 

My  work  with  Admiral  Richmond  has 
been  as  chairman  of  the  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  which  takes  original  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  Coast  Guard’s  annual  budg^ 
et  and  I  can  assure  Admiral  Roland 
that  he  is  inheriting  a  tight  ship.  I  have 
often  said  that  the  Coast  Guard  is  op¬ 
erated  as  efficiently  as  any  arm  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  that  if  other 
agencies  followed  the  Coast  Guard’s  lead 
the  fiscal  situation  would  not  be  as  dis¬ 
turbing  as  it  is  today. 

But  Admiral  Richmond’s  outstanding 
performance  as  Commandant  should 
have  come  as  no  surprise.  Born  Alfred 
Carroll  Richmond  on  January  18,  1902, 
at  Waterloo,  Iowa,  he  showed  early  wis¬ 
dom  by  moving,  with  his  family,  into  my 
own  State  of  Virginia  at  the  age  of  10 
and  his  moves  since  have  shown  similar 
soundness  for  a  man  on  his  way  to  the 
top. 

Armed  with  a  certificate  from  Massa- 
nutten  Academy  in  Woodstock,  Va.,  he 
enrolled  at  the  age  of  16  in  the  college  of 
engineering  at  the  George  Washington 
University,  where  he  is  still  remembered 
as  an  athlete  who  was  later  to  be  named 
to  the  GW  Letterman  Hall  of  Fame. 

He  entered  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard 
Academy  in  New  London,  Conn.,  as  a 
cadet  in  1922  and  was  graduated  as 
the  senior  man  in  his  class  with  a  com¬ 
mission  as  ensign  in  1924.  His  rapid 
advancement  in  rank  since  is  fitting  tes¬ 
timony  to  the  perspicacity  of  the  in¬ 
structors  at  New  London  who  knew  they 
had  a  leader  on  their  hands  and  accorded 
him  the  highest  honors. 

After  2  years  of  service  as  an  aide  to 
the  Commandant  of  the  Coast  Guard  in 
Washington,  during  which  he  performed 
temporary  duty  in  operations  against 
rum  runners  off  the  coast  of  New  York, 
he  was  assigned  to  the  Coast  Guard 
Academy  staff  for  2  years.  Promoted 
to  lieutenant,  junior  grade,  in  1926,  he 
advanced  to  lieutenant  in- 1928,  lieuten¬ 
ant  commander  in  1932,  commander  in 
1942,  captain  in  1943,  rear,  admiral  in 
1950,  vice  admiral  and  Commandamt  in 
1954,  and  admiral  on  June  1,  1960. 

While  again  assigned  to  Coast  Guard 
Headquarters  here  in  Washington  in 
1935,  he  began  taking  a  resident  law 


course  at  the  George  Washington  Uni¬ 
versity  and  was  awarded  a  degree  of 
juris  doctor  “with  distinction”  in  1938. 

In  1939  he  received  experience  at  the 
international  level  which  was  to  prove 
helpful  in  later  years.  That  came  while 
he  was  serving  as  a  representative  of  the 
Treasury  Department  and  as  a  delegate 
of  the  United  States  at  the  International 
Whaling  Conference  convened  at  Lon¬ 
don.  In  January  of  1959  he  was  a  prin¬ 
cipal  delegate  to  the  First  Assembly  of 
the  Intergovernmental  Maritime  Consul¬ 
tive  Organization. 

He  was  president  of  the  1960  Sixth 
International  Lighthouse  Conference 
and  is  now  president  of  the  Executive 
Committee  of  the  International  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Lighthouse  Authorities.  He  is 
also  chairman  of  the  National  Commit¬ 
tee  for  Prevention  of  Pollution  of  the 
Seas  by  Oil  and  has  been  named  to  head 
the  U.S.  delegation  to  the  upcoming  1962 
conference  of  this  organization. 

During  World  War  II  he  served  as  a 
commanding  officer  of  the  cutter  Haida 
doing  convoy  escort  duty  out  of  Juneau, 
Alaska,  before  being  transferred  in  1943 
to  London.  As  a  result  of  his  work  dur¬ 
ing  and  after  the  Normandy  invasion  in 
assisting  in  the  organization  of  Coast 
Guard  forces  for  their  assigned  tasks, 
he  received  the  Bronze  Star  Medal  for 
meritorious  service  as  senior  Coast 
Guard  officer  on  the  staff  of  the  com¬ 
mander,  U.S.  Naval  Forces  in  Europe. 
The  French  Government  also  awarded 
him  the  Croix  de  Guerre  for  exceptional 
services  rendered  in  the  liberation  of 
France. 

He  was  appointed  Assistant  Comman¬ 
dant  of  the  Coast  Guard  in  1950  and  in 
1954,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  he  was  named  Commandant  by 
the  President  succeeding  Vice  Adm. 
Merlin  O’Neill.  In  1958  the  Senate  con¬ 
firmed  a  second  4-year  term  for  him  as 
Commandant  and  in  1960  he  was  ap¬ 
pointed  to  the  rank  of  full  admiral. 

Admiral  and  Mrs.  Richmond,  the 
former  Gretchen  C.  Campbell,  live  at 
2365  North  Edgewood  Street  in  nearby 
Arlington.  They  have  two  sons,  John 
Mason,  25,  who  was  graduated  from  the 
Coast  Guard  Reserve  Officer’s  Candi¬ 
date  School  in  1958  and  was  commis¬ 
sioned  an  ensign  in  the  Reserve  in  1958, 
and  Alfred  Carroll,  Jr.,  23. 

The  Coast  Guard  is  a  military  service 
and  a  branch  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the 
United  States  which  serves  the  Treasury 
Department  in  time  of  peace  and  the 
Navy  in  time  of  war.  Its  principal  mis¬ 
sions  included  saving  and  protecting  life 
and  property,  maritime  law  enforcement, 
providing  navigational  aids  to  maritime 
commerce  and  to  transoceanic  air  com¬ 
merce;  promoting  the  efficiency  and 
safety  of  the  American  merchant  marine 
and  readiness  for  military  operations. 

Admiral  Richmond  is  one  of  the  best 
administrators  it  has  ever  been  my  priv¬ 
ilege  to  know.  He  has  a  scintillating 
intellect,  a  commanding  but  pleasing 
personality,  a  remarkable  store  of  in¬ 
formation,  a  keen  sense  of  humor,  rare 
judgment  and  a  dedication  to  duty  that 
characterized  him  as  one  of  America’s 
outstanding  leaders.  He  was  one  of  the 
best  informed  witnesses  that  has  ap¬ 
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peared  before  my  congressional  com¬ 
mittees  during  my  18  years  in  the  Con¬ 
gress.  He  testified  with  confidence  and 
his  testimony  always  carried  conviction. 

Under  Admiral  Richmond  the  Coast 
Guard  has  performed  its  missions  well. 
It  is  a  better  service  because  of  his  ef¬ 
forts  and  he  will  leave  many  good  years 
of  a  full  life  to  it  when  he  awakens  in  a 
status  of  retirement  on  the  morrow.  He 
will  not  admit  it  but  I  know  that  the 
motto  on  the  Coast  Guard  seal,  Semper 
Paratus,  shines  with  a  greater  luster  as 
a  result  of  his  long  and  dedicated  serv¬ 
ice. 

The  outstanding  record  of  this  faith¬ 
ful  public  servant  merits  a  retirement  of 
comfort  and  ease  but  we  can  ill  afford 
to  lose  his  many  talents  at  this  time,  and 
knowing  him  as  I  do  I  am  convinced  that 
he  would  be  happier  with  his  time  oc¬ 
cupied  in  meritorious  service.  He  is  su¬ 
perbly  qualified  for  membership  on  one 
of  our  international  commissions  where 
his  background,  training,  experience, 
and  ability  could  be  used  to  bring  order 
to  a  confused  and  disordered  world. 

I  join  the  many  friends  and  admirers 
of  Admiral  Richmond  in  wishing  him 
continued  success  and  godspeed  along 
whatever  paths  he  may  pursue  happiness 
during  his  retirement. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GARY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  the  statement  he  has  just  made  in 
reference  to  Admiral  Richmond  and  join 
with  him  in  extending  my  tribute  to  the 
admiral,  not  only  because  he  comes  from 
Waterloo,  Iowa,  my  hometown,  but  also 
because  he  has  been  a  very  able  admin¬ 
istrator  and  public  servant.  I  therefore 
wish  for  Admiral  Richmond  good  health 
and  happiness  in  his  well-deserved  re¬ 
tirement. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Chairman,  today, 
after  almost  40  years  of  devoted  service 
to  his  country,  Adm.  Alfred  C.  Richmond 
is  retiring  as  Commandant  of  the  U.S. 
Coast  Guard. 

In  the  span  of  those  40  years,  Ad¬ 
miral  Richmond  has  seen  the  Coast 
Guard  develop  from  a  small  force  of 
officers  and  men  endowed  with  what  to¬ 
day  may  seem  to  have  been  rather  minor 
responsibilities.  Now  the  Coast  Guard, 
greatly  expanded  in  both  size  and  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  is  an  integral  part  of  our 
defense  forces,  and  at  the  same  time  has 
the  responsibility  for  manning  many  of 
the  services  vital  to  the  oceangoing  com¬ 
merce  of  the  world.  For  the  past  8  years 
Admiral  Richmond  has  been  in  com¬ 
mand  of  this  vast  operation,  and  he  has 
carried  out  his  responsibilities  with  the 
highest  degree  of  efficiency.  He  has  been 
called  upon  to  represent  the  United 
States  at  vital  international  conferences, 
always  carrying  out  his  assignment  with 
great  ability,  and  always  completely 
knowledgeable  of  the  subject  at  hand. 

I  have  come  to  know  and  admire  Ad¬ 
miral  Richmond  by  his  appearances  be¬ 
fore  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
on  Treasury  on  which  I  have  the  privi¬ 
lege  to  serve.  As  he  takes  his  retirement, 
the  Coast  Guard  is  losing  a  great  leader, 
the  U.S.  Government  is  losing  a  most 
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able  representative,  and  I  am  losing  a 
good  friend.  To  Admiral  Richmond  I 
say  “well  done,”  good  luck  and  happi¬ 
ness,  always. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan  l Mr.  Griffin]. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  ask  a  question  or  two 
of  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey]  regarding  the  effect  of  a 
provision  in  this  bill.  I  served  on  the 
Daniels  subcommittee,  which  concerned 
itself  with  the  progress  being  made  to 
implement  the  Supreme  Court’s  deci¬ 
sions  requiring  desegregation  of  our  pub¬ 
lic-school  system.  The  legislative  his¬ 
tory  of  this  bill  would  not  be  complete 
if  some  attention  were  not  focused  upon 
a  change  which  this  bill  would  make  but 
which  is  not  very  well  reflected  by  the 
draftsmanship  of  the  legislation  itself. 

Page  15  of  the  committee  report  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  following  sentence  of  the 
existing  statute  would  be  repealed: 

If  a  State  maintains  separate  schools  for 
minority  and  for  majority  races,  no  funds 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  act  shall 
be  paid  or  disbursed  to  it  unless  a  just  and 
equitable  distribution  is  made  within  the 
State,  for  the  benefit  of  such  minority  races, 
of  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  act. 

I  did  not  serve  on  the  subcommittee 
which  developed  this  legislation,  but  I 
suspect  that  by  repealing  this  sentence 
the  subcommittee  is  desirous  of  taking 
away  any  stamp  of  approval  that  the 
language  might  seem  to  give  to  the  con¬ 
tinued  segregation  in  the  public  schools. 

However,  I  am  concerned  about  what 
might  be  the  unintended  effects  of  tak¬ 
ing  this  language  out.  By  deleting  this 
sentence,  are  we  suggesting  or  demand¬ 
ing  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
immediately  cut  off  all  school  lunch 
funds  for  certain  States?  If  such  funds 
should  be  cut  off  in  a  State  which  is 
making  progress  with  “deliberate  speed” 
toward  integration  but  continues  to  have 
segregated  schools,  what  would  the  ef¬ 
fect  upon  the  children  in  those  segre¬ 
gated  schools  who,  in  many  instances, 
desperately  need  the  hot-lunch  pro¬ 
gram? 

Having  raised  these  questions,  I  shall 
appreciate  it  if  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey] 
can  enlighten  the  Committee. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  can  enlighten  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  this  extent.  The  paragraph 
the  gentleman  is  talking  about  is  the 
so-called  Powell  amendment  that  was 
written  into  the  act  of  1946.  He  has 
asked  himself,  as  chairman  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor, 
that  that  amendment  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  am  asking  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  about  the 
effect  of  the  elimination  of  the  particular 
language. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  No  direct  effect. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  realize  that  the  bill 
would  eliminate  the  language  referred 
to,  but  what  would  be  the  effect  of  elim¬ 
inating  it? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  can  see  no  direct 
effect  of  it. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  No  direct  effect? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  can  see  no  effect,  be¬ 
cause  every  case  that  has  been  carried 
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to  the  Supreme  Court  has  resulted  in  the 
Supreme  Court  sustaining  the  case.  This 
is  not  going  to  affect  the  situation  pt  all, 
and  you  will  have  to  take  care  of  both 
the  white  schoolchildren  and  the  colored 
schoolchildren  in  the  general  program 
and  not  segregate  them  and  take  care 
of  them  as  two  separate  schools. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  It  would  seem  to  me, 
that  if  we  intend  for  the  operation  of 
this  program  to  continue  as  it  has,  we 
are  making  poor  legislative  history  to 
make  a  change  in  the  statute,  and  then 
to  say  that  the  change  is  meaningless. 
If  we  do  intend  some  effect  to  flow  from 
this  change,  we  ought  to  know  what  it 
is. 

I  would  approve  of  administrative 
implementation  within  legislative  bounds 
pointing  toward  desegregation  of  our 
schools.  I  believe  in  the  implementation 
of  the  Supreme  Court’s  desegregation  de¬ 
cision,  and  perhaps  the  administration  of 
the  school  lunch  program  should  be  used 
as  one  method  of  effecting  it.  However, 
I  believe  we  should  be  aware  of  what  we 
are  doing,  and  give  this  matter  very 
serious  consideration. 

I  would  be  very  concerned  if  some 
administrator  should  suddenly  cut  off 
schoolylunch  funds  in  particular  States. 
'lf~we  are  to  take  this  path  to  enforce 
desegregation,  then  it  would  seem  that 
some  reasonable  grace  period  should  be 
given;  for  example,  a  year’s  notice.  I 
should  think  that  we  might  indicate  in 
the  legislation  or  the  legislative  history 
our  concern  that  some  degree  of  caution 
and  reason  should  be  exercised.  If  we 
did  so,  then  I  would  feel  better  about  the 
helpless  schoolchildren  who  could  be 
caught  in  this  particular  trap.  Again, 
I  am  a  little  bit  surprised  to  hear  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  say  that 
this  amendment  is  intended  to  have  no 
effect. 

If  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
can  provide  any  further  amplification  of 
his  statement,  I  would  certainly  appre¬ 
ciate  it. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  might  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  that  one  of  the 
speakers  who  has  yet  to  address  the 
committee  will  give  his  attention  to  that 
particular  angle. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  O’Hara]. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
will  go  into  the  mechanics  of  this  and 
explain  section  11  of  the  bill.  It  seems 
that  here  we  have  an  entirely  new  sec¬ 
tion  of  this  law.  It  appears  to  some  of 
us  that  it  would  grant  a  great  deal  of 
power  to  the  Secretary.  I  would  appre¬ 
ciate  it,  and  I  know  that  other  Members 
of  the  House  would  appreciate  it,  if  the 
gentleman  would  explain  if  he  has  at¬ 
tempted  to  tie  this  down  somewhat  in 
the  report. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  would 
like  to  begin  by  saying  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida,  that  the  new  section  11, 
which  would  become  a  part  of  the  act 


if  the  bill  before  us  is  enacted,  intro¬ 
duces  a  brandnew  concept  into  the 
school-lunch  program.  It  is  designed  to 
take  account  of  very  special  situations 
that  exist  in  some  parts  of  the  country. 
The  special  assistance  funds  authorized 
by  this  section  would  provide  additional 
'help  to  those  school  districts  which,  be¬ 
cause  of  extremely  poor  economic  con¬ 
ditions,  serve  an  inordinately  large  num¬ 
ber  of  free  lunches  or  which  would  serve 
a  large  number  of  free  or  reduced-price 
lunches,  if  they  had  the  financial  ability 
to  do  so.  We,  of  course,  wanted  to  tell 
the  Secretary  how  to  apportion  these 
funds  and  how  to  identify  these  needy 
school  districts  and  determine  the 
amount  to  which  each  one  is  entitled. 
We  considered  putting  the  apportion¬ 
ment  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  free 
or  reduced-price  lunches  that  were  now 
being  served  by  the  district. 

But  we  found  that  some  of  the  dis¬ 
tricts  most  in  need  of  help  were  in  such 
poor  financial  condition  that  they  were 
unable  to  serve  the  number  of  free 
lunches  or  reduced-price  lunches  that 
they  wanted  to  serve,  or  which  they 
should  serve.  We  therefore  prescribed 
no  rigid  formula  but  left  it  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  work  out  in  practice  with  the 
understanding  that  he  provide  to  us,  for 
our  approval,  the  criteria  he  would  at¬ 
tempt  to  follow  in  implementing  the  in¬ 
tention  of  the  committee.  This  was 
done. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  to  the  material 
appearing  at  the  bottom  of  page  6,  and 
on  over  onto  most  of  page  7  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  which  sets  forth  the  repre¬ 
sentations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  as  to  the  way  in  which  he  will 
attempt  to  implement  this  special  as¬ 
sistance  section.  You  will  notice  that 
I  the  apportionment  would  be  based  pri¬ 
marily  upon  the  number  of  free  or  re¬ 
duced-price  meals  already  being  served 
to  needy  children,  adjusted,  however,  for 
the  ability  of  a  State  to  finance  such 
meals  as  measured  by  the  relationship 
of  the  national  average  per  capita  in¬ 
come  to  the  per  capita  income  of  the 
particular  State. 

Then  in  subsection  (C)  which  appears 
at  the  top  of  page  7  of  the  committee 
report,  there  is  stated  the  following : 

C.  Three  percent  of  the  total  appropria¬ 
tion  under  section  11  will  be  reserved  for  use 
by  the  territories.  Of  the  remaining  amount, 
50  percent  would  be  initially  apportioned  to 
the  States  under  the  formula  described 
above.  Another  25  percent  of  such  funds 
would  be  apportioned  in  a  similar  fashion 
and  would  be  advanced  to  any  State  proving 
the  need  for  additional  funds  over  and  above 
its  initial  apportionment.  The  remaining  25 
percent  of  the  funds  would  be  held  in  re¬ 
serve  by  the  Department  to  be  equitably  dis¬ 
tributed  among  those  States  demonstrating 
a  need  for  funds  in  excess  of  their  initial 
and  reserve  apportionments. 

We  did  not  set  a  hard-and-fast  formu¬ 
la  because  it  could  not  do  justice  to  the 
kind  of  problem  we  were  seeking  to  solve. 
I  know  that  this  is  generally  a  less  than 
satisfactory  method  of  legislating.  We 
felt,  however,  that,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  it  was  the  only  realistic  way  to 
go  about  it. 
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Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tlewoman  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Green]. 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  proposed 
legislation. 

(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  her  remarks.) 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  11655  and 
urge  that  it  be  passed. 

The  Committee  on  Education  and  La¬ 
bor  unanimously  approved  its  passage. 
The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  has  stated  the  bill  incorpo¬ 
rates  all  the  changes  in  the  national 
school  lunch  program  which  it,  HEW, 
has  recommended. 

The  committee  believes  the  bill,  in¬ 
corporating  a  new  formula,  will  increase 
the  effectiveness  of  the  program  of  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  to  nonprofit  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  and  at  the  same  time  provide 
greater  opportunity  for  children  need¬ 
ing  such  lunches  to  secure  them. 

The  new  formula  provided  by  the  bill 
includes  apportionment  of  cash  assist¬ 
ance  funds  among  the  States  based  upon 
total  age  population,  as  well  as  economic 
need.  By  revising  the  method  of  divid¬ 
ing  the  States’  share  of  the  cash  assist¬ 
ance  funds,  the  rate  of  cash  assistance 
any  State  is  able  to  pay  its  schools  tends 
to  be  related  more  to  the  per  capita  in¬ 
come  than  to  the  rate  of  programed 
growth. 

I  point  out  that  this  bill  deletes  from 
the  language  any  reference  to  race.  This 
seems  tremendously  important  at  this 
time  in  our  history — 8  years  after  the 
Supreme  Court  decision  which  ruled  en¬ 
forced  segregation  in  public  schools  is 
unconstitutional.  By  amending  this  act 
through  striking  the  language  referring 
to  separate  schools  for  majority  and 
minority  races,  the  act  would  become 
more  consistent  with  the  basic  philos¬ 
ophy  of  American  education. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  wish  to 
introduce  in  the  Record  text  of  letters 
from  educators  in  my  area  which  sup¬ 
port  the  concepts  embodied  in  H.R. 
11655: 

Ashland  Public  Schools, 
Ashland,  Oreg.,  May  10,  1962. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Madam:  It  is  my  understanding  that  H.R. 
8962  is  still  pending.  Also  this  seems  to  be 
the  fate  of  the  Senate  bill  2442  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and  no 
action  on  it  has  been  scheduled.  Both  these 
bills  are  favorable  to  Oregon  in  their  pur¬ 
pose  to  allocate  school  lunch  funds  on  the 
basis  of  student  participation  rather  than 
child  census  as  at  present,  since  Oregon  is  a 
leading  State  in  school  lunch  participation. 

I  should  like  to  urge  you  to  press  for  ac¬ 
tion  before  Congress  adjourns.  Thank  you, 
and  if  I  can  be  of  help  to  you  from  my 
small  vantage  point,  please  call  on  me. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Stanley  C.  Jobe, 

Superintendent. 


Stayton  School  District  No.  77-CJ, 

Stayton,  Oreg.,  February  12,  1962. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

The  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  As  you  are  well  aware, 
we  have  needed  a  more  equitable  method  of 


distributing  Federal  funds  of  the  national 
school  lunch  program  to  the  States.  H.R. 
8962  will  provide  a  way  to  do  this. 

We  have  held  the  line  on  school  lunches 
at  20  cents  per  meal  for  the  past  decade. 
However,  each  year  our  reimbursement  be¬ 
comes  less. 

Please  give  this  bill  your  careful  con¬ 
sideration  and  help  us  to  continue  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  nourishing  hot  lunch  to  a  large 
number  of  pupils  at  a  nominal  charge. 

Thank  you. 

Yours  truly, 

A.  J.  Dickson. 


Redmond  Grade  School, 
Redmond,  Oreg.,  February  5,  1962. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  Recently  I  reviewed  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  that  would  affect  all  hot 
lunch  programs  in  the  Nation.  As  I  recall  it 
was  listed  as  H.R.  8962.  In  my  opinion  this 
proposal,  should  it  become  a  law,  would  be 
most  acceptable  to  Oregon  schools.  The 
method  of  money  distribution  or  payment  for 
type  A  lunches  served  is  much  more  fair 
than  under  the  present  law.  I  would  be 
most  happy  to  see  this  proposal  be  put  into 
effect. 

Thank  you  for  your  courtesy  and  work  to 
promote  H.R.  8962. 

Respectfully, 

Hugh  Hartman, 
Superintendent. 


North  Bend  Public  Schools, 

North  Bend,  Oreg.,  January  30,  1962. 
Congresswoman  Edith  Green, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.  . 

Dear  Madam:  On  behalf  of  the  youngsters 
and  taxpayers  of  this  school  district  and 
others  throughout  the  State,  I  wish  to  ex¬ 
press  to  you  my  interest  in  H.R.  8962.  This 
refers  to  a  revision  of  the  School  Lunch  Act. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  proposal,  to 
base  distribution  on  actual  participation,  is 
far  more  equitable  than  is  the  method  pres¬ 
ently  used.  I  would  urge  your  support  of 
this  resolution. 

I  wish,  also,  to  call  to  your  attention  the 
fact  that  the  school  age  population  continues 
to  increase.  The  increase,  presently,  is 
largely  centered  at  the  high  school  level. 
These  children  eat  more  than  do  their 
younger  brothers  and  sisters.  It  would  seem 
that  the  amount  of  money  to  be  allocated 
should  remain  in  proportion  to  both  the  po¬ 
tential  number  of  participants  and  the 
amount  of  consumption. 

We  appreciate,  very  much,  the  additional 
commodities  received  this  year.  The  meat, 
especially,  has  enabled  us  to  keep  down  our 
costs.  And  costs,  in  this  phase  of  school 
affairs  have  been  increasing  along  with  the 
rest. 

Your  interest  in  these  matters  will  be  much 
appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Henry  H.  Hartley,  , 
Superintendent  of  Schools. 


Lane  County 
School  District  No.  52, 
Eugene,  Oreg.,  January  29,  1962. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

House  of  Representatives, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  I  have  been  interested 
in  H.R.  8962.  According  to  my  understand¬ 
ing,  cash  assistance  remains  at  $98.6  million 
but  that  the  distribution  formula  will  be 
changed.  I  have  also  noticed  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  budget  calls  for  an  increase  to  $118.6 
million.  I,  personally,  feel  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  recommendation  is  a  more  realistic 
amount  when  one  considers  the  increase  in 


8835 

our  school  population,  and  especially  the 
number  of  children  in  the  United  States 
who  are  participating  in  this  program. 

The  change  in  the  formula  for  distributing 
the  money  to  the  States  is  also  a  very  desir¬ 
able  change.  This  change  will  mean  that 
States  and  schools  will  actually  receive  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  number  of  children  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program.  At  the  present  time, 
a  State  is  penalized  if  it  has  a  relatively  high 
number  of  children  participating. 

I  sincerely  urge  your  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  in  helping  bring  about  the  passage  of 
H.R.  8962  as  well  as  supporting  the  President 
in  his  recommendation  concerning  the  allo¬ 
cation  for  this  act. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Tom  Powers, 
Superintendent. 


Hilton-Freewater 
Public  School  System, 
Hilton-Freewater ,  Oreg.,  January  30,  1962. 
Congresswoman  Edith  Green, 

Member  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congresswoman  Green:  I  am  writ¬ 
ing  in  reference  to  H.R.  8962  which  concerns 
the  revision  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act.  I  am  very  definitely  in  favor  of  this 
revision  as  I  feel  that  the  allocation  of 
Federal  moneys  to  school  lunch  programs 
should  be  based  on  student  participation 
rather  than  school  enrollment.  The  num¬ 
ber  of  students  in  a  school  system  is  rela¬ 
tively  insignificant  if  the  participation  in 
the  lunch  program  is  small  when  considering 
the  reimbursement  rate  for  the  operation 
of  the  school  lunch  program  of  a  given  State. 
Under  the  existing  formula,  a  State  with  a 
large  school-age  population  but  with  a  very 
small  percentage  of  children  participating 
in  the  school  lunches  may  receive  signif¬ 
icant  funds  to  provide  as  much  as  7  to  9 
cents  reimbursement  per  meal.  At  the  same 
time  in  a  State,  such  as  Oregon,  with  a 
relatively  low  school-age  population  and  a 
relatively  high  number  of  children  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  school  lunch  program  the  rate 
of  reimbursement  is  necessarily  much  lower. 
Under  the  present  formula,  the  rate  of  reim¬ 
bursement  for  Oregon  schools  averages  only 
about  3.2  cents. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  this  proposed  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  as  it  will  more 
nearly  reimburse  States  on  their  student 
participation  in  school  lunch  programs 
rather  than  just  on  the  population  of  the 
school-age  children  of  a  given  State. 

Any  consideration  you  are  able  to  give 
this  proposed  revision  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  will  be  greatly  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

John  Thrasher, 

Superintendent. 


Coos  Bay  Public  Schools, 

Coos  Bay,  Oreg.,  January  30,  1962. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

Representative  in  Congress, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  We  are  much  interested 
in  H.R.  8962  regarding  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram.  The  school  lunch  is  of  great  value  to 
the  youth  of  our  district  and  may  be  of 
value  to  the  agricultural  economy. 

Some  of  our  pupils  come  from  homes  that 
lack  adequate  finance,  knowledge,  and  man¬ 
agement  to  provide  adequate  meals  for  their 
children.  For  these  pupils,  the  school  lunch 
program  is  vital  for  their  health,  growth, 
physical  and  mental  development.  A  good 
school  lunch  is  valuable  for  all  pupils.  The 
school  lunch  program  is  a  valuable  assistance 
in  maintaining  national  fitness.  Those  of 
us  who  are  school  administrators  charged 
with  the  responsibility  of  education,  have 
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recognized  the  value  of  the  school  lunch 
program.  We  trust  that  you  will  work  dili¬ 
gently  for  the  passage  of  H.R.  8962. 

Many  of  us  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
allocation  to  the  several  States  should  be  on 
the  basis  of  meals  served  instead  of  the 
school  census.  The  distribution  from  the 
States  to  the  school  districts  is  based  on 
meals  served. 

H.R.  8962  provides  for  the  distribution  to 
be  made  from  the  National  Treasury  to  State 
treasury  on  the  basis  of  meals  served.  This 
change  in  the  present  method  is  good. 

Yours  truly, 

M.  B.  Winslow, 
Superintendent. 


David  Douglas  Public  Schools, 
Portland,  Oreg.,  January  22,  1962. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  It  was  suggested  by  Dr. 
Ray  Wolf,  Portland  State  College,  that  we 
contact  you  concerning  the  availability  of 
funds  for  which  we  might  apply  to  assist 
in  our  district  curriculum  work. 

You  are  acquainted  with  the  local  sit¬ 
uation  and  realize  that  this  district  is  rela¬ 
tively  new,  having  been  a  reorganized,  uni¬ 
fied  district  for  less  than  3  years,  also  that 
local  funds  are  limited.  The  desire  for  cur¬ 
riculum  development  and  changes  to  keep 
abreast  of  current  research,  inventions,  and 
trends,  is  second  only  to  the  need  to  con¬ 
struct  new  buildings  to  keep  up  with  the 
local  population  growth. 

The  faculty  members  are  very  anxious  to 
explore  and  assimilate  the  trends  in  modern 
math  which  seem  appropriate  for  the  ele¬ 
mentary  and  secondary  curriculum. 

Another  group  of  teachers  feels  that  a 
complete  revision  of  the  science  program, 
based  upon  a  thorough  study,  is  highly  de¬ 
sirable. 

The  emphasis  on  science  and  math  seems 
to  be  an  outgrowth  of  the  influences  of  the 
national  program. 

Any  suggestions  or  assistance  you  may 
give  us  will  certainly  be  appreciated. 

Respectfully, 

Floyd  Light, 

Superintendent. 

Alta  Fosback, 

Curriculum  Director. 

January  29,  1962. 
Representative  Edith  Green, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mrs.  Green:  I  would  like  to  en¬ 
courage  you  to  give  favorable  consideration 
to  House  Resolution  8962  which  proposes  to 
change  the  formula  for  distributing  money 
to  the  States  under  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act. 

The  change  proposed  would  tend  to  re¬ 
duce  the  inequity  of  distribution,  which  at 
present  allows  certain  States  with  a  large 
school-age  population  and  a  small  percent¬ 
age  of  children  participating  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  to  receive  as 
much  as  7  to  9  cents  reimbursement  per 
meal.  In  Oregon  we  have  a  relatively  low 
school-age  population  and  a  relatively  high 
number  of  children  participating  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act.  Our  rate  of  re¬ 
imbursement  averages  approximately  3  cents 
per  meal. 

The  appropriation  to  Oregon  would  be  in¬ 
creased  under  the  proposed  revision  and 
would  be  a  benefit  to  us.  May  I  again  urge 
your  favorable  consideration  to  H.R.  8962. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wilbur  M.  Osterloh, 
County  School  Superintendent. 


Parkrose  Public  Schools, 
Portland,  Oreg.,  January  26, 1962. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Madam:  It  has  come  to  our  attention  that 
Congressman  James  G.  O’Hara  of  Michigan 
has  introduced  a  resolution  (H.R.  8962) 
for  the  purpose  of  amending  the  distribution 
formula  of  the  national  school  lunch  appro¬ 
priation. 

In  accordance  with  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  of  1946,  funds  are  appropriated 
on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  Total  school- 
age  population  in  the  State,  and  (2)  the  re¬ 
lationship  of  the  per  capita  income  in  the 
State  to  the  national  average.  In  practice 
this  works  out  that  some  States  are  able  to 
distribute  as  much  as  9  cents  for  each  class  A 
lunch  served  while  in  other  States  this 
amount  is  only  2  cents.  In  Oregon  at  the 
present  time  our  reimbursement  rate  is  3 
cents.  The  inequity  of  this  formula  is 
readily  apparent. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  proposed 
legislation  would  establish  an  interim  pe¬ 
riod  of  1  year  for  transition  so  that  the 
impact  on  the  program  in  States  receiving 
higher  reimbursement  would  be  lessened. 
After  that  the  reimbursement  rates  would  be 
the  same  for  all  and  would  be  based  on 
pupil  participation. 

In  my  estimation  this  proposed  change  in 
the  School  Lunch  Act  deserves  your  support. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Victor  R.  Cullens, 

Superintendent. 


March  28,  1962. 

To  472  Multnomah  County  Farm  Bureau 
Families: 

On  sheet  attached  there  is  shown  the  1962- 
63  budgeted  school  lunch  program  operating 
loss  for  each  of  eight  school  districts,  taken 
from  recently  published  figures  but  pre¬ 
sented  in  a  different  form. 

If  the  actual  cost  of  food  shown  in  the 
budget  were  known,  the  operating  losses 
would  be  much  greater.  It  is  understood 
that  Government  surplus  foods  purchased 
are  at  only  handling  and  transportation 
costs. 

The  deficits  or  operating  losses  are  made 
up  as  shown  from  Federal  funds,  distributed 
through  the  State  on  more  or  less  of  a  basis 
of  need — and  if  not  sufficient  by  a  local  levy. 

It  is  doubtful  there  is  any  conclusive  evi¬ 
dence  that  a  hot  luncheon  is  better  health- 
wise  than  a  cold  one.  It  has  been  said  that 
some  parents  are  distraught  at  the  thought 
of  their  children  not  having  a  hot  meal  at 
school  but  serve  corn  flakes  for  breakfast 
and  a  cold  luncheon  if  convenient. 

It  appears  that  the  Government  has  taken 
the  matter  in  hand  to  dictate  through  the 
control  of  accepted  funds  what  the  children 
should  eat.  Thus  the  theory  of  welfare  is 
promoted  among  children  and  parents. 

Conceding  that  a  hot  luncheon  may  be 
desirable,  it  is  probable  that  a  locally  con¬ 
trolled  program  could  be  proven  healthwise 
satisfactory  with  a  hot  soup  or  drink  and 
the  children  taking  their  own  sandwiches, 
fruit,  etc. 

This  is  not  necessarily  to  oppose  school 
lunch  programs  of  some  sort,  but  to  propose 
that  they  be  self-sustaining  without  Govern¬ 
ment  funds  and  local  levies,  and  if  contin¬ 
ued  on  the  present  basis  that  operating 
losses  be  clearly  shown  in  the  budgets  for 
better  comprehension  by  the  public. 

You  are  urged  to  attend  your  school  dis¬ 
trict’s  budget  hearing  if  it  has  not  yet  been 
held.  (See  dates  on  sheet  attached) . 

Arline  Seidle. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Carey]  . 


May  31 

(Mr.  CAREY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  CAREY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
favor  of  this  legislation  to  amend  and 
extend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 
This  avowal  of  support  entails  no  heroic 
act  of  personal  courage  any  more  than  it 
would  merit  distinction  to  oppose  com¬ 
pulsory  weaning  of  infants  at  a  statu¬ 
tory  age. 

In  brief,  a  hot  lunch  to  a  schoolchild 
is  a  booster  to  help  him  learn  to  cope 
with  the  cold  war.  To  the  end  that  this 
bill  seeks  to  improve  the  flow  of  food  and 
funds  to  areas  of  need  and  adjust  in¬ 
equities  in  distribution,  it  is  deserving 
of  support. 

Unfortunately,  the  changeover  in  the 
distribution  formula  in  this  bill  from 
one  of  per  capita  allocation  to  the  new 
yardstick  of  rate  of  previous  participa¬ 
tion  may  well  effect  a  reduction  in  assist¬ 
ance  and  possible  hardship  to  some 
groups.  This  is  particularly  true  of  the 
share  of  nonpublic,  nonprofit  institu¬ 
tions  in  the  program.  The  effect  of  the 
participation  formula  as  to  these  schools 
is  borne  out  in  the  hearings  on  this  leg¬ 
islation  on  page  27.  I  refer  to  the  state¬ 
ment  of  Mr.  Howard  P.  Davis,  Deputy 
Director  of  the  Food  Distribution  Divi¬ 
sion,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  in  response 
to  a  question  by  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Quie]  : 

Mr.  Davis.  That  is  right.  In  all  fairness, 
so  we  do  not  leave  the  wrong  impression 
with  the  committee,  I  believe  there  will  be 
more  instances  where  the  private  school  rate 
will  be  lowered  than  there  will  be  where  it 
will  be  raised  because,  as  the  lady  has  al¬ 
ready  testified,  generally  speaking,  across  the 
country  the  participation  in  private  schools 
for  many  very  good  reasons  has  been  lower 
than  it  has  been  in  the  public  schools,  so 
that  in  all  fairness  I  think  you  should  know 
there  will  be  more  instances  where  it  will  be 
lowered  than  raised. 

It  is  my  belief  that  among  the  very 
good  reasons  why  the  participation  of 
private  schools  has  been  low  in  the  past 
is  that  many  of  these  schools  are  unable 
to  afford  personnel  for  serving  hot 
lunches  or  lack  the  physical  plant  equip¬ 
ment  necessary  for  that  task.  This 
would  be  particularly  true  of  those 
schools  constructed  before  the  mid¬ 
thirties  when  the  school  lunch  program 
was  instituted.  I  note  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
O’Hara],  a  member  of  the  committee, 
refers  to  this  when  he  states  on  page 
28  of  the  hearings  and  I  read: 

I  feel  to  a  large  extent  the  lesser  degree 
of  participation  by  nonpublic  schools  is  the 
result  of  the  fact  that  a  lower  percentage 
of  nonpublic  schools  have  been  financially 
able  to  equip  their  institutions  with  lunch¬ 
room  facilities.  I  would  personally  like  to 
see  some  effort  made  under  this  act,  or  un¬ 
der  administrative  action  or  under  other 
programs,  either  to  fund  the  existing  provi¬ 
sions  for  assistance  to  such  schools  for  the 
purchase  of  lunchroom  equipment  or  too,  in 
the  alternative,  provide  a  greater  degree  of 
assistance  for  lunches  of  a  type  which  do 
not  require  preparation  at  the  site. 

I  concur  with  the  statement  of  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  and  I  would 
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hope  that  under  the  provision  of  section 
5  of  the  bill  which  authorizes  $10  million 
for  nonfood  assistance,  a  start  will  be 
made  toward  providing  facilities  to  en¬ 
able  more  schools  and  a  greater  number 
of  children  to  participate  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.  Incidentally,  I  am  informed  that 
since  1946  there  has  been  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  a  similar  amount  for  construction 
of  food  service  facilities  under  the  School 
Lunch  Act.  But  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  either  has  not  sought  or  at 
least  has  not  received  an  appropriation 
for  this  purpose.  I  hope  that  if  this  bill 
is  enacted  the  Department  will  not  drag 
its  feet  in  seeking  these  funds  to  broaden 
its  benefits. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  previous  par¬ 
ticipation  formula  is  meant  to  freeze  out 
presently  nonparticipating  schools.  I 
note  that  the  bill  provides  for  a  transi¬ 
tion  period  during  the  first  year  for  a 
phaseover  from  the  old  system  of  per 
capita  allocation  to  the  new  participa¬ 
tion  rule.  I  believe  we  should  carefully 
watch  the  impact  of  the  new  formula 
to  prevent  any  severe  hardship  as  to  any 
segment  of  the  school  system. 

It  deserves  comment  here  that  the 
record  is  bare  of  any  objection  to  this 
legislation  by  private  school  authorities 
even  though  they  may  well  experience 
some  hardship  under  the  revised  formu¬ 
la.  This  is  most  commendable  and 
speaks  well  for  the  position  of  these  au¬ 
thorities  that  they  do  not  seek  Federal 
assistance  in  the  financing  of  these 
schools  but  that  if  the  Congress  appre¬ 
hends  the  acute  need  for  such  assistance 
it  should  be  made  available  on  the  basis 
of  that  need  with  due  regard  for  the 
welfare  of  every  child  and  without  dis¬ 
crimination  as  to  the  type  of  school  he 
may  attend.  It  might  be  said  that  while 
some  inequality  in  dietary  distribution 
may  be  suffered  without  complaint,  dis¬ 
crimination  in  assistance  for  mental  de¬ 
velopment  is  intolerable. 

The  fact  that  private  school  authori¬ 
ties  made  no  presentment  on  this  legis¬ 
lation  should  clearly  give  pause  to  those 
ill-advised  persons  who  have  stated  that 
private  school  parents  and  educators 
have  a  “dog  in  the  manger”  attitude  on 
educational  assistance.  To  the  credit  of 
these  parents  and  teachers  all  they  have 
ever  sought  is  a  fair  share  of  the  Federal 
funds  which  represent  their  taxes  be  it 
for  school  lunches,  textbooks,  or  trans¬ 
portation. 

In  conclusion  let  me  state  that  I  could 
not  agree  more  heartily  with  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  O’Hara]  on  page  28 
of  the  hearings  where  he  states: 

With  respect  to  this  question  of  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  funds  for  pupils  in  public  schools 
and  nonpublic  schools,  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  committee  to  the  fact  that  the  justi¬ 
fication  for  this  program,  in  light  of  the  in¬ 
terpretations  of  the  first  amendment  as 
made  by  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  on  various 
cases,  really  depends  upon  a  grant  of  assist¬ 
ance  directly  to  the  pupils.  This  is  con¬ 
ceived  as  a  program  not  of  any  aid  to  a 
particularly  school  or  class  of  school  but  to 
American  schoolchildren  regardless  of  where 
they  go  to  school.  Equal  assistance  to  them 
seems  to  me  to  be  part  of  that  justification. 

Legislation  which  would  extend  this 
principle  so  clffiearly  identifiable  in  this 


bill  and  other  bills  dealing  with  higher 
education  to  elementary  school  aid  has 
been  introduced  by  me  under  H.R.  9896, 
by  Mr.  Delaney,  of  Queens,  under  H.R. 
9803  and  Mr.  Santangelo,  of  New  York, 
under  H.R.  9887.  I  am  now  pleased  to 
note  that  we  have  truly  bippartisan  sup¬ 
port  of  this  legislation  with  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  H.R.  11850  by  Mr.  Halpern, 
of  Queens.  Now  if  we  can  legislate  for 
the  cerebral  improvent  of  the  children 
in  the  elementary  and  secondary  schools 
with  the  same  dispassionate  and  unemo¬ 
tional  attitude  we  adopt  toward  the 
esophagal  intake  of  these  children,  I  am 
convinced  we  will  avoid  the  pitfulls  of 
the  past  and  make  the  progress  we  need 
for  the  future. 

Mr.  ANFUSO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
happy  to  support  the  bill  under  discus¬ 
sion,  H.R.  11665,  to  amend  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act. 

As  has  already  been  explained  by 
others,  this  bill  seeks  to  revise  the 
formula  for  providing  funds  to  the  States 
for  lunches  to  schoolchildren.  Instead 
of  distributing  such  funds  only  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  schoolchildren, 
as  heretofore,  assistance  will  also  be  pro¬ 
vided  on  the  basis  of  need,  especially  in 
areas  suffering  from  poor  economic  con¬ 
ditions  and  prolonged  unemployment. 

This  is  a  logical  approach.  Our  young 
generation  should  be  given  every  possible 
opportunity  to  grow  up,  develop,  and  ac¬ 
quire  the  proper  education  without  the 
worries  of  where  the  next  meal  would 
come  from.  The  school  lunch  program, 
as  I  see  it,  is  a  basic  investment  in  the 
future  of  our  youth,  in  raising  a  healthy 
and  a  happy  generation  of  Americans. 
If  some  will  criticize  this  program  as  a 
handout  or  a  giveaway,  I  say  that  this  is 
the  most  desirous  and  the  most  meritori¬ 
ous  of  such  projects  and  we  should  have 
more  of  it. 

I  hope  and  trust  that  the  day  will 
come  soon,  when  no  child  in  this  coun¬ 
try,  regardless  of  race,  color,  creed  or 
economic  status,  will  go  to  school  hungry 
or  will  have  to  sit  through  an  entire  day 
at  school  without  a  meal.  Unfortunate¬ 
ly,  there  are  still  many  children  in  this 
rich  country  of  ours  who  are  forced  to  do 
so  because  the  family  is  unable  to  pro¬ 
vide  them  with  adequate  food  due  to 
poverty  or  unemployment  and  the 
schools  do  not  have  the  funds  or  the 
facilities  to  provide  youngsters  with 
lunch. 

The  school  lunch  program  is  not  a 
new  or  a  recent  project.  It  dates  back 
to  the  depression  years  of  the  1930’s 
when  we  utilized  some  of  our  surplus 
foods  for  needy  children.  In  the  1940’s 
it  was  changed  into  a  cash  assistance 
program  where  the  Federal  Government 
provided  funds  to  the  schools  to  pur¬ 
chase  food  and  thus  continue  their  lunch 
program.  Over  the  years  it  developed  to 
an  extent  where  nutritional  standards 
were  prescribed  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  give  the  children  the 
greatest  possible  benefit.  In  some  com¬ 
munities  lunches  are  served  free  to  chil¬ 
dren  unable  to  pay  the  small  price;  the 
lunch  programs  are  operated  on  a  non¬ 
profit  basis  to  keep  the  costs  down,  and 
matching  funds  are  provided  by  the 
States  and  local  committees. 


8837 

I  am  pleased  to  note  also  that  over  the 
years  the  appropriation  for  this  program 
was  steadily  increased.  In  the  1940’s 
Congress  appropriated  annually  between 
$70  and  $75  million;  by  1957  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  the  school  lunch  program 
reached  $100  million.  In  the  1962  fiscal 
year  a  total  of  $125  million  was  appro¬ 
priated  for  this  program  and  an  addi¬ 
tional  $45  million  was  made  available 
from  so-called  section  32  funds  which 
are  provided  annually  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  for  purposes  of  ex¬ 
panding  our  markets  for  agricultural 
products  at  home  and  abroad.  Thus,  the 
total  for  this  year  was  $170  million. 

For  the  1963  fiscal  year,  I  understand 
that  the  same  appropriation  is  under 
consideration;  that  is,  $125  million  plus 
an  additional  $45  million  to  be  made 
available  from  section  32  funds.  While 
it  may  be  pointed  out  that  this  is  more 
than  twice  what  the  appropriation  was 
in  the  1940’s  let  us  remember  also  that 
our  population  has  grown  considerably 
in  the  last  two  decades  and  that  our 
needs  are  greater  today.  In  1947  the 
school  lunch  program  was  extended  to 
some  34,000  schools  in  the  country  and 
lunches  were  served  to  about  4%  million 
children.  By  1961  close  to  64,000  schools 
participated  in  the  program  and  nearly 
13  million  children  benefited  from  the 
lunches.  In  other  words,  three  times  as 
many  children  were  benefited  under  this 
program  last  year  than  15  years  ago. 

There  is  room  for  expansion.  Con¬ 
gress  can  make  no  better  investment  in 
the  future  of  America  than  in  increas¬ 
ing  the  funds  for  this  program  until 
we  reach  a  point  where  every  child  of 
school  age  will  be  provided  with  an  ade¬ 
quate  meal  on  school  days.  I  believe 
that  this  bill  we  have  under  considera¬ 
tion  is  a  step  in  that  direction.  By  re¬ 
vising  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  to  the  States  we  shall 
be  able  to  increase  the  participation  of 
more  schools  and  more  children  in  the 
lunch  program,  particularly  in  the 
poorer,  low-income,  economically  de¬ 
pressed  areas  which  until  now  were  not 
able  to  participate  because  they  lacked 
the  necessary  matching  funds  or  because 
the  Federal  funds  were  not  sufficient  to 
meet  their  needs  to  provide  free-  or  low- 
cost  lunches  to  the  children. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  my  privilege  and 
my  honor  to  serve  during  two  Congresses 
as  a  member  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture,  where  I  had  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  become  aware  of  and  to  appreci¬ 
ate  the  great  contribution  our  farm  peo¬ 
ple  are  making  to  the  health  and  the 
welfare  of  this  Nation.  Our  farmers 
have  blessed  the  American  people  with 
an  abundance  of  food,  for  which  we  are 
thankful  every  day  in  the  year.  They 
have  made  the  food  available  so  that  we 
may  develop  and  operate  the  school 
lunch  program,  and  the  abundance  they 
have  created  is  today  being  shared  by 
many  needy  people  in  our  own  country 
and  by  people  in  friendly  nations  around 
the  world. 

In  conclusion,  I  will  say  to  the  House 
that  in  supporting  this  measure  and  in 
urging  all  my  colleagues  to  vote  for  it,  I 
salute  the  American  farmer  who  has 
blessed  us  all  with  this  bounty.  We 
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should  see  to  it  that  it  is  made  available 
to  every  American  child. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Brooks,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for 
apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  had  come  to  no  resolution  thereon. 


OP 


PROGRAM  FOR  THE  WI 
JUNE  4,  1962 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was 
permission  to  address  the  House 
minute.) 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  aske’ 
for  this  time  in  order  to  request  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  to  advise  us  concerning  the 
program  for  next  week. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  inquiry  of  the  acting 
minority  leader,  this  finishes  the  legisla¬ 
tive  business  for  this  week. 

On  Monday  we  will  take  up  the  Con¬ 
sent  Calendar.  There  is  one  suspension 
scheduled,  H.R.  7757— unrelated  business 
income  of  nonprofit  hospitals. 

Any  rollcall  votes  except  on  rules  on 
Monday  or  Tuesday  will  go  over  until 
Wednesday  because  of  Iowa,  California, 
Idaho,  Mississippi,  Montana,  and  South 
Dakota  primaries,  also  the  Connecticut 
State  nominating  convention. 

If  the  gentleman  will  yield  for  that 
purpose,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  any  rollcall  votes  on  Mon¬ 
day  or  Tuesday  except  as  indicated  go 
over  to  Wednesday  next. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  do  we  know  as  yet 
the  legislation  that  is  to  come  up  on 
Monday  and  Tuesday? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wit 
draw  my  request  until  I  have  advised/he 
gentleman  of  the  program  for  Tuesday. 

The  Private  Calendar  will  be  Cf/ed  on 
Tuesday  next|  arid  on  Tues'day~neYTWS] 
Will  continue  the  consideration  of  H.Rj 
_11665  under  the  5-minute  rule  ;t  also  H.fti 
1&845,  relating  to  obstructions  of  invest! 
gations. 

Further  for  Tuesday  /hd  the  balance 
of  the  week,  H.R.  5552,  to  amend  the 
Armed  Services  Procurement  Act  of 
1947,  and  H.R.  11879,  the  Tax  Rate  Ex¬ 
tension  Act  of  19i 

Mr.  Speaker,/  make  the  usual  reser 
vation  that  conference  reports  may  be 
brought  up  a*  any  time  and  any  further 
program  m/y  be  announced  later. 

I  shoul/like  to  advise  the  House  that 
I  will  n/ke  an  additional  announcement 
as  to  the  legislative  program  for  Wednes¬ 
day  /nd  the  balance  of  the  week  on 
Wednesday  next. 

r.  Speaker,  I  renew  my  unanimous 

bnsent  request  that  any  rollcall  votes 
except  on  rules  or  procedural  matters  on 
Monday  and  Tuesday  of  next  week  may 
go  over  until  Monday  next. 


Mr.  GROSS.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  do  I  under¬ 
stand  correctly  that  the  bill  that  was 
under  consideration  so  briefly  here  to¬ 
day  will  be  called  up  again  on  Tuesday 
of  next  week,  and  that  the  gentleman  is 
requesting  that  any  rollcall  votes  that 
may  be  in  order  on  Tuesday  go  over 
until  Wednesday? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  This  would  mean  that 
if  a  rollcall  vote  on  this  bill  could  be 
obtained  on  Tuesday  it  would  have  to 
go  over  until  Wednesday  next? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  again  could  mean, 
as  it  has  in  the  last  10  days  on  a  couple 
of  occasions,  that  someone  could  put  on 
a  quorum  call  on  Wednesday  and  it 
might  not  be  possible  to  have  a  rollcall 
vote  at  all  under  those  circumstances. 
I  do  not  know  how  much  further  we  are 
^going  to  go  with  this  process  of  putting 
fer  rollcall  votes  and  then  having  some- 
oiite  rise  and  put  on  a  quorum  call  for 
theMeliberate  purpose  of  heading  off/a 
rollcaU,  when  the  rollcall  would  have 
been  irL  order  at  the  time  the  bil/was 
ready  fok  passage. 

I  will  sa\to  the  distinguished  ihajority 
leader  this  is  getting  to  be  ma  effective 
device  that  is'being  worked,  smd  I  would 
hope  that  procedure  is  no / going  to  be 
used  extensively  in  the  future.  I  do  not 
like  to  object  to 'cutting  over  rollcall 
votes,  but  I  will  be  om/strained  to  do  so 
if  that  is  the  parliamentary  procedure 
that  is  going  to  be/secKfio  head  off  roll¬ 
call  votes. 

Mr.  ALBERT/  The  poiflt  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  making  has  nothingSto  do  with 
the  decision /to  bring  this  matter  up  on 
Tuesday  next,  with  reference  to Shis  par¬ 
ticular  bill  I  can  assure  the  gemjeman 
of  thaty 

Mi/GROSS.  I  do  not  question  feat 
at  an.  I  am  simply  pointing  out  tf 
mechanics  of  this  situation,  the  me- 
lanics  that  can  be  used  and  that  have 
ieen  used  in  the  last  10  days  or  2  weeks. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Of  course,  a  Member’s 
right  to  make  a  point  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  is  always  protected  to  that 
Member,  and  it  can  be  made  whether 
the  vote  comes  on  Tuesday  or  Wednes¬ 
day  immediately  prior  to  the  vote  on  the 
passage  of  a  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman,  if  he  will  bear  with  me,  that 
the  Member’s  right  to  have  a  rollcall  on 
the  basis  of  no  quorum  when  the  bill  is 
called  up  for  a  vote  is  not  protected,  and 
that  is  wrong. 

That  right  is  lost.  The  gentleman  is 
well  aware  of  that,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  SPEAKER.  Without  objectior 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALENDAR  WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaks,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  th/ausiness  in 
order  under  the  Calendar  Wednesday 
rule  may  be  dispensed  w/h  on  Wednes¬ 
day  next. 

The  SPEAKER,  yfithout  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


[Mr.  MORRIS  K.  UDALL  addressed 
the  House. /His  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  m  the  Appendix.] 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

/MORRIS  K.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  /k  unanimous  consent  that  all  Mem- 
*rs  may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
5o  extend  their  remarks  on  the  life,  serv¬ 
ice,  and  character  of  the  late  Senator 
Ashurst. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  mistake 
in  the  Record  of  May  9  may  be  cor¬ 
rected.  On  page  7395,  line  7,  in  a  state¬ 
ment  I  made  in  regard  to  the  Philippine 
indemnity  bill,  the  figure  should  read 
“$73  million”  instead  of  ‘‘$7  million.” 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  cor¬ 
rection  be  made  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  OVER 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today,  it  adjourn  to  meet  on 
Monday  next. 


THE  COMING  BOOM  IN  IGNORANCE 

(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and 
fas  given  permission  to  extend  her  re- 
arks  at  this  point  in  the  body  of  the 
R&Cord.) 

s.  GREEN  of  Oregon.  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  call  fee  attention  of  my  colleagues  to  an 
editorial  entitled  “The  Coming  Boom  in 
Ignoranc^J’  in  the  May  12  issue  of  the 
conservative  Saturday  Evening  Post  that 
clearly  andS.  forcefully  illustrates  the 
need  for  additional  Federal  assistance 
in  the  field  or\education.  It  properly 
points  out  the  continuing  role  of  the 
Federal  Government  in  education  ex¬ 
tending  back  to  1785k  The  editorial  also 
makes  a  compelling  Roint  in  the  area 
of  assistance  to  elementary  and  second¬ 
ary  schools.  I  find  th\  editorial  en¬ 
lightening: 

The  Coming  Boom  in  IcrJteRANCE 
The  most  fearful  sound  of  our\ontinuing 
population  explosion  could,  within\the  dec¬ 
ade,  be  a  big  boom  in  ignorance.  American 
education,  once  a  legitimate  source  of  na¬ 
tional  pride  because  it  provided  a  chanoe  at 
learning  for  almost  everybody,  may  wind  >ip 
offering  less  and  less  for  anybody.  Rigl: 
now,  alongside  the  old  three  R’s,  almost'' 
every  school  system  in  the  United  States 
would  have  to  chalk  the  four  U’s:  under¬ 
staffed,  underequipped,  underfinanced,  and 
underpar.  With  each  passing  semester  the 
situation  gets  worse. 
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HOUSE 

1.  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for 

apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  .chool 

Lunch  Act.  pp.  8986-96,  9025-7 


FOREIGN  aID.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  n 
H.  R.  11921,  the  proposed  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of  1962.  p. 


actually 
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ng 

ordere'  !  re- 
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MINERALS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Subcommittee  on  Mines  and  Mi 
the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  "in  executive  session, _ orde 
/ported  favorably  to  the  full  committee  H.  R.  7364  (amended),  to  provi  ®  h 
conveyance  of  certain  mineral  interests  of  the  U.  S.  in  prope  y  i  (amend 

Carolina  to  the  record  owners  of  the  surface  of  the  property;  H.  R.  92SU  (amend 
ed”“o  **end  season  2  of  the  Materials  Act;  H.  R.  11049  fended),  to  P-vrde 
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for  the  relief  of  certain  oil  and  gas  lessees  under  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act 
(H.  R.  10732,  an  identical  bill,  was  reported  to  the  full  committee  for  propej 
action);  and  H.  R.  10540  (amended),  to  exclude  deposits  of  petrified  wood  f»5m 
jpropriation  under  the  U.  S.  mining  laws."  p.  D435 


4.  DEBT\£EILING.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Ways  and  Means  Comroitt/e  "Met 
in  executive  session  and  ordered  the  chairman  to  introduce  a  bill  in  bne  House, 
H.  R.  L1990,  regarding  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public  debt  ceili/g  for  the 
fiscal  year  1963."  p.  D435 


5.  PATENTS.  Thk  Judiciary  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
H.  R.  10966,  \o  fix  the  fees  payable  to  the  Patent  Office.  p./D435 


6.  TAXATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the/consideration  of 
H.  R.  11879,  to  provide  a  1-year  extension  of  the  existing  corporate  normal-tax 
rate  and  of  certaix\excise-tax  rates,  p.  9028 


7.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  "Dai\v  Digest"  states  that  the  Judiciary  Committee  "rescinded 
previous  action  on  H.  j\Res.  688  and  ordered  favor^oly  reported  to  the  House  in 
lieu  thereof  S.  J.  Res.  68.  (amended)  ,  to  provide  for  the  designation  of  the  weekr 
commencing  October  1,  1962\as  'National  Public  yorks  Week.'"  p.  D435 


8.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  James  C.  I^^vis  criticized/ft.  R.  11970,  the  proposed  Trade 
Expansion  Act  of  1962,  especially  with  regard  to  the  Common  Market,  pp.  9008-12 


9.  FISHERIES.  Received  from  Interior  report  of  operations  conducted  by  or  under 
contract  with  the  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  encourage  the  distribution  9^  domestically  produced  fishery  products 
for  fiscal  year  1960.  p.  9027 


10.  LOBBYING.  Received  the  quarterly  Reports  oW  lobbying  activities,  pp.  9029-59 


SENATE 


11.  FOREIGN  AID.  Began  debate  ort  S.  2996,  the  proposed  Foreign  Assistance  Act  of 

1962  (pp.  8940-1,  8955-61/8967-80),  Agreed  to  tne  committee  amendments  en  bloc^ 
and  the  bill  as  amended  Is  considered  original  text 'for  purposes  of  amendment  \ 
(pp.  8955-8).  Pending/at  adjournment  was  a  proposed  amendment  by  Sen.  Proxmire 
to  suspend  aid  to  Yugoslavia  for  one  year  (pp.  8969-80)' 

Sen.  Javits  (for /nimself  and  Sens.  Bush,  Clark,  Douglas,  Keating,  Kuchel, 
Morse,  and  Scott) /Keating,  Hickenlooper ,  Church,  and  Javrts  submitted  amend¬ 
ments  intended  tor  be  proposed  to  this  bill,  S.  2996.  pp.  8^23-4,  8967,  8976-7 
Sen.  Muskie  inserted  a  report  by  the  Deputy  Administrator \f  AID  on  the  activ¬ 
ities  of  our  allies  in  the  foreign  aid  field,  "Allies  Are  Carrying  Their  Share 
of  Aid."  pp/  8932-4 


12.  WHEAT.  Received  from  the  President  for  ratification  a  certified  copV  of  the 

1962  International  Wheat  Agreement  and  the  report  of  the  Secretary  oHstate  re- 
gardiryjj  the  agreement;  to  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  p.  8905 


13.  SMAL/  BUSINESS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S/  2910,  to  increase  the  authorization  for  the  Small  Business  Administration 
fiscal  year  1963  to  $250  million  (S.  Rept.  1542).  pp.  8907-8 


for 


14/  SOIL  SURVEY.  Received  from  Interior  a  report  that  an  adequate  soil  survey  and 
land  reclassification  has  been  made  of  the  lands  of  the  San  Luis  unit.  Central 
Valley  project,  Calif,  p.  8906 
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connection  with  this  claim,  and  the  same 
shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to  the  con- 
rary  notwithstanding.  Any  person  violat- 
•  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed 
gvSlty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  convlc- 
tionVthereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not 
exceeding  $1,000. 

With^he  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  l,  N?e  11  and  PaSe  2-  line>  strike 
out  “in  excels  of  10  per  centum  thereof’ 

The  comnKttee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  oMered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third Nime,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  oH  the  table. 


ESTELLE  L.  HEARD 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  CH.R.  9834) 
for  the  relief  of  Estelle  L.  He^rd. 

There  being  no  objection,  tH^  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hoit$e  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States\of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  tl 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
sum  of  $880.23  to  Estelle  L.  Heard,  of  Dan¬ 
ville,  Virginia,  in  full  settlement  of  her 
claims  against  the  United  States  for  com¬ 
pensation  for  damage  to  her  1958  Chevrolet 
sedan  sustained  in  an  accident  which  oc¬ 
curred  on  March  12,  1961,  near  South  Bos¬ 
ton,  Virginia,  when  her  automobile  was 
struck  and  seriously  damaged  by  a  United 
Staets  Army  truck  and  trailer.  This  claim 
has  been  determined  not  to  be  cognizable 
under  the  tort  claims  provisions  of  title  28 
of  the  United  States  Code  on  the  ground 
that  the  Army  driver  was  not  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment  at  the  time  of 
the  collision:  Provided,  That  no  part  of 
the  amount  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall 
be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  received  by  any 
agent  or  attorney  on  account  -of  services 
rendered  in  connection  with  this  claim,  and 
the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding.  Any  person 
violating  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrosse 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  thh 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to/e- 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 
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ized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any  money 
in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
to  Francis  L.  Quinn,  of  Concord,  Massachu¬ 
setts,  the  sum  of  $300.  Such  sum  represents 
reimbursement  to  the  said  Francis  L.  Quinn 
for  paying  out  of  his  own  funds  judgments 
rendered  against  him  in  the  Middlesex  Dis¬ 
trict  East  Cambridge,  Massachusetts  Court, 
as  the  result  of  an  accident  occurring  when 
said  Francis  L.  Quinn  was  operating  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  motor  vehicle  in  the  course  of  his 
duties  as  an  employee  of  the  United  States 
Post  Office  Department:  Provided,  That  no 
part  of  the  amount  appropriated  in  this  Act 
shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  received  by 
any  agent  or  attorney  on  account  of  services 
rendered  in  connection  with  this  claim,  and 
the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding.  Any  person 
violating  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


DR.  TING-WA  WONG 


I.R.  9942) 
/llliam  W. 


MRS.  WILLIAM  W.  JOI 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill 
for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 

Johnston. 

Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  tjm  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudic 

The  SPEAKER.  As  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  yttie  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts? 

There  was  nsr  objection. 


IANCIS  L.  QUINN 

The  Ciferk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  10525) 
for  th/ relief  of  Francis  L.  Quinn. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
rea/the  bill,  as  follows: 

3e  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
( epresentatives  of  the  United  States  of 
f America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  hereby  author- 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  31,5 
the  relief  of  Dr.  Ting-Wa  Wong. 

There  being  no  objection,  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  And  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assemb/ed,  That,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act,  Doctor  Ting-Wa  Wo/g  shall  be  held  and 
considered  to  have  bee/awfully  admitted  to 
the  United  States  for  permanent  residence 
as  of  September  11/1958,  upon  payment  of 
the  required  visa  i/e.  Upon  the  granting  of 
permanent  residence  to  such  alien  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  th/  Act,  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  instruct  ine  proper  quota-control  officer 
to  deduct  one  number  from  the  appropriate 
quota  for  /e  first  year  that  such  quota  is 
availably 

The/bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time/  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


DON  C.  JENSEN  AND  BRUCE 
WOOLNER 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  /1758) 
foVthe  relief  of  Don  C.  Jensen  a  pa  Bruce 
E.  woolner. 

ThVe  being  no  objection/the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  SenaYe  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in\ongress  ass/mb  led,  That  Don 
C.  •“Jensen  ancNjlruce  E/woolner  are  hereby 
relieved  of  all  Imbilit/to  pay  to  the  United 
States  the  amount/  listed  opposite  their 
names,  representing  unaccounted  for  out¬ 
standing  balance/ih  their  accounts  while 
serving  as  disb/sing'officers  of  the  United 
States:  Don  /  Jensen^  $415.99;  Bruce  E. 
Woolner,  $8/73. 

Sec.  2.  T/e  Secretary  oNtho  Treasury  is 
authorize/ and  directed  to  Ray,  out  of  any 
money  /  the  Treasury  not  ^otherwise  ap- 
propri/ed,  to  the  said  Don  c\jensen  and 
Bruc/E.  Woolner,  the  sum  of  any  amounts 
received  or  withheld  from  them  on.  account 
of/he  outstanding  balances  referred  to  in 
(e  first  section  of  this  Act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engro^ed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  tr 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  tc 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


ELIZABETH  A.  JOHNSON 

The  Clerk  called  the  biU  (H.R.  10308) 
for  the  relief  of  Elizabeth  A.  Johnson. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  in  the 
administration  of  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act,  Leroy  Johnson  shall  be  presumed 
to  have  elected,  upon  his  retirement  from 
Congress  January  2,  1957,  to  receive  a  re¬ 
duced  annuity  and  an  annuity  equal  to  one- 
half  his  life  annuity  payable  after  his  death 
to  his  widow,  Elizabeth  A.  Johnson. 

Sec.  2.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  benefits  payable  by  reason  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  paid  from 
the  civil  service  retirement  and  disability 
fund. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


KENNETH  DAVID  WOODEN 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  1962)  for 
the  relief  of  Kenneth  David  Wooden. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  for  the 
purpose  of  sections  101(a)  (27)  (A)  and  205 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  the 
minor  child,  Kenneth  David  Wooden,  shall  be 
held  and  considered  to  be  the  natural-born 
alien  child  of  Harold  Hoover  Wooden,  a  citi¬ 
zen  of  the  United  States:  Provided,  That  no 
natural  parent  of  Kenneth  David  Wooden, 
by  virtue  of  such  parentage,  shall  be  accorded 
any  right,  privilege,  or  status  under  the  Im¬ 
migration  and  Nationality  Act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


ANTONIA  LONGFIELD-SMITH 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  2011)  for 
the  relief  of  Antonia  Longfield-Smith. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
tepresentatives  of  the  United  States  of 
xerica  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  the 
pd»moses  of  sections  101(a)  (27)  (A)  and  205 
of  fiae  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  the 
mino\  child,  Antonia  Longfield-Smith,  shall 
be  helcV  and  considered  to  be  the  natural- 
born  aliAn  child  of  Captain  and  Mrs.  John 
W.  LongfihM-Smith,  citizens  of  the  United 
States:  Provided,  That  the  natural  parents 
of  the  beneficiary  shall  not,  by  virtue  of  such 
parentage,  be  accorded  any  right,  privilege, 
or  status  under\the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act.  v 

The  bill  was  ord^ed  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


TINA  JANE  BELAND 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S\2099)  for 
the  relief  of  Tina  Jane  Belanti 

There  being  no  objection,  th\  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hou&tof 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  \/ 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  tha 
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purposes  of  sections  101(a)  (27)  (A)  and  205 
of  thk Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  the 
minor  shild,  Tina  Jane  Beland,  shall  be  held 
and  considered  to  be  the  natural-born  alien 
child  of  TMarcel  Albert  Beland  and  Lottie 
Beatrice  Boland,  citizens  of  the  United 
States:  Provided,  That  the  natural  parents 
of  the  said  Titaa  Jane  Beland  shall  not,  by 
virtue  of  such  parentage,  be  accorded  any 
right,  privilege,  or  status  under  the  Immi¬ 
gration  and  Nationality  Act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a 
third  time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table.  \ 


MRS.  EVA  LONDON  'RITT 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S\2143)  for 
the  relief  of  Mrs.  Eva  London  Ritt. 

There  being  no  objection,  th^Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Houis^of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  i? 
the  administration  of  the  Immigration  and ' 
Nationality  Act,  as  amended,  Mrs.  Eva  Lon¬ 
don  Ritt  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  be 
and  to  have  been  on  July  30,  1961,  within 
the  purview  of  section  354(5)  of  that  Act. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike,  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 
“That,  for  the  purposes  of  title  III  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  section 
352(a)(2)  of  the  Said  Act  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  and  to  be  inapplicable  in  the 
case  of  Mrs.  Eva  London  Ritt,  a  naturalized 
citizen  of  the  United  States:  Provided,  That 
the  said  Mrs.  Eva  London  Ritt  establishes 
residence  in  the  United  States,  as  defined 
in  section  101(a)  (33)  of  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act,  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  thirty-six  months  following  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  Act.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 


FELIPE  O.  PAGDILAO 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S..2147)  for 
the  relief  of  Felipe  O.  Pagdilao. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  tfiat 
this  bill  be  passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

DEMITRIOS  DUfrlS 

The  Clerk  called  the/bill  (H.R.  1609) 
for  the  relief  of  DemitJhos  Dunis. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  b/  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for 
the  purposes dl  sections  203(a)(2)  and  205 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act, 
Demitrios  lounis  shall  be  held  and  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  the  natural-born  son  of  Vasilikie 
D.  and /feus  Harry  Dunis,  citizens  of  the 
United/  States :  Provided,  That  the  natural 
parents  of  the  beneficiary  shall  not,  by  vir- 
tu&'of  such  parentage,  be  accorded  any  right, 
privilege,  or  status  under  the  Immigration 
yid  Nationality  Act. 


With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

On  page  1,‘line  3,  strike  out  "sections 
203(a)(2)”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "sec¬ 
tions  101(a)  (27)  (A)”. 

On  page  1,  line  5,  after  the  words  “the 
natural-born”  strike  out  the  word  “son”  and 
substitute  the  words  “alien  minor  child”. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


of  Ferdinand  A.  Hermens,  a  naturalized 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  in  Germany/ 
after  April  30,  1962,  and  prior  to  May  1,  196?: 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the-third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to/recon - 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


MRS.  LESLIE  M.  PATERSON  ET  AL. 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  1469) 
for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Leslie  M.  Paterson, 
Janet  Paterson,  and  Mary  Paterson. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  Mrs. 

L, eslie  M.  Paterson,  the  widow  of  a  United 
tates  citizen,  and  her  daughters,  Janet  and 

Mary  Paterson,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  within 
thepurview  of  section  101(a)  (27)  (A)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  and  tt 
provisions  of  section  205  of  that  Act  sl^all 
not  be  applicable  in  this  case. 

With  tn^  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike  out  dfter  the  enacting  yrtause  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “That, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Na¬ 
tionality  Act,  section  202(c)  at  that  Act  shall 
be  inapplicable  in  the  cases  of  Mrs.  Leslie 

M.  Paterson,  Janet  Pavgrs^n,  and  Mary  Pater¬ 
son.” 

The  committee  apfencHnent  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  /Ordered  toNbe  engrossed 
and  read  a  thiva  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  parsed,  and  a  motioiyto  recon¬ 
sider  was  lam  on  the  table. 


FRANTISEK  TISLER 

Th€  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  68&[) 
foiyxhe  relief  of  Frantisek  Tisler. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk' 
fead  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of- 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  Fran¬ 
tisek  Tisler  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent 
residence  in  the  United  States  on  September 
1,  1959,  shall  be  held  to  be  included  in  the 
class  of  applicants  for  naturalization  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  provisions  of  section  313(a) 
of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act,  as 
such  class  is  specified  in  section  313(c)  of 
the  said  Act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


FERDINAND  A.  HERMENS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  10371) 
for  the  relief  of  Ferdinand  A.  Hermens. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  'section 
352(a)  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act  shall  not  apply  to  any  period  of  residence 


ROSINA  LUISI  (SISTER/MARY  RO- 

SINA)  AND  MARLA  FATIBENE 

(SISTER  M.  VALENTINA) 

The  Clerk  called  thfe  bill  (H.R.  10960) 
for  the  relief  of  Rosina  Luisi  (Sister 
Mary  Rosina)  and  Maria  Fatibene 
(Sister  M.  Valentina) . 

There  being/no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  billyas  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  yn  Congress  assembled.  That,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Immigration  and  Nationality 
Act,  Rosina  Luisi  (Sister  Mary  Rosina)  and 
Maria  Fatibene  (Sister  M.  Valentina),  shall 
be  /held  and  considered  to  have  been  law¬ 
fully  admitted  to  the  United  States  for  per- 
lanent  residence  as  of  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act  upon  payment  of  the 
required  visa  fees.  Upon  the  granting  of 
permanent  residence  to  such  aliens  as  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  State 
shall  instruct  the  proper  quota-control  officer 
to  deduct  the  required  numbers  from  the  ap¬ 
propriate  quota  or  quotas  for  the  first  year 
that  such  quota  or  quotas  are  available. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  This  concludes  the 
call  of  the  Private  Calendar. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to 
revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  un¬ 
der  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

'Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill,  H.R.  11665, 
with  Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  presiding 
as  Chairman  pro  tempore. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN  pro  tempore.  When 
the  Committee  rose  on  Thursday,  May 
31,  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Bailey]  had  6  minutes  remaining 
and  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Frelinghuysen]  had  7  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  is  necessary  to  offer 
some  explanation  of  this  legislation  in 
the  nature  of  a  communication  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  which  ad¬ 
ministers  the  hot  school  lunch  program. 

The  letter  is  as  follows: 


1962 
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Department  of  Agriculture. 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  4,  1962. 
Hon.  Cleveland  M.  Bailey, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  General  Edu¬ 
cation,  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor,  House  of  Representatives,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Bailey:  This  is  in  reply  to  Mr. 
McCord’s  request  for  additional  information 
with  respect  to  section  11  of  H.R.  11665,  now 
pending  before  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Specifically,  we  understand  that  certain 
questions  have  been  raised  concerning  the 
discretionary  authority  this  Section  of  the 
bill  would  provide  to  the  Secretary  in  the 
use  of  funds  for  special  school  lunch  assist¬ 
ance  to  schools  which  draw  attendance  from 
ecpnomically  needy  areas. 

As  representatives  of  this  Department 
testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Gen¬ 
eral  Education,  the  purpose  of  section  11 
is  to  make  special  provision  for  those  com¬ 
munities  and  those  children  that  are  least 
able  to  take  advantage  of  the  school  lunch 
program.  These  schools  draw  their  attend¬ 
ance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  con¬ 
ditions  exist  and  where  a  large  proportion 
of  the  children  would  need  to  receive  free  or 
substantially  reduced  price  meals  if  an  ade¬ 
quate  school  lunch  program  were  to  be 
operated. 

Our  experience  has  demonstrated  that  the 
amount  of  cash  assistance  that  can  now  be 
provided  to  these  States  under  the  regular 
school  lunch  assistance  program,  together 
with  the  limited  amount  of  funds  that  such 
communities  can  provide,  is  not  sufficient  to 
finance  the  cost  of  serving  school  lunches  to 
all  of  the  children  in  the  school  who  need  to 
receive  lunch  at  no  cost  or  at  a  token  charge 
of,  perhaps,  a  few  pennies  or  5  or  10  cents. 
The  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  section  11  would  be  used  to  provide 
these  schools  with  sufficient  Federal  cash 
assistance  to  permit  the  needy  children  to 
have  the  benefits  of  an  adequate  school 
lunch. 

The  broad  discretionary  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  section  11  is  not  intended  to 
change  the  basic  administrative  pattern  of 
the  national  school  lunch  program.  The 
responsibility  for  the  selection  of  schools  for 
section  11  assistance,  and  the  disbursement 
of  section  11  funds,  will  be  left  in  the  hands 
of  State  educational  agencies,  except  in  the 
29  States  or  territories  where  State  law 
makes  it  necessary  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  deal  directly  with  private 
schools  in  the  administration  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  school  lunch  assistance  program. 
Rather,  this  discretionary  authority  is  de¬ 
signed  to  give  the  Department  time  to  work 
out  with  State  educational  agencies  the  most 
effective  and  practical  policies  and  proce¬ 
dures  for  identifying  those  schools  in  need 
of  special  assistance  and  for  disbursing  the 
special  assistance  funds  to  such  schools, 
within  the  framework  of  existing  school 
lunch  administrative  patterns  of  the  various 
States. 

The  terms  and  conditions  relating  to  the 
expenditure  of  section  11  funds  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  as  part  of  the 
Federal  regulations  governing  the  operation 
of  the  national  school  lunch  program.  They 
will  apply  equally  in  all  States  and  terri¬ 
tories  and  to  the  Federally  assisted  school 
lunch  programs  administered  by  State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  as  well  as  to  such  programs 
in  private  schools  which  must  be  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 
As  indicated  in  the  report  which  accom- 
pained  H.R.  11665  (No.  1673),  these  terms 
and  conditions  will  (1)  establish  a  reserve  of 
section  11  funds  for  each  of  the  States  and 
territories;  (2)  require  that  schools  wishing 
to  obtain  section  11  assistance  make  specific 
application  for  such  assistance;  (3)  outline 
the  factors  to  be  considered  by  State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  and  the  Department  in  ap¬ 
proving  schools  for  section  11  assistance;  and 


(4)  establish  a  maximum  per-meal  rate  of 
cash  assistance  that  may  be  paid  to  approved 
schools  by  the  States  or  the  Department  out 
of  section  11  funds. 

The  method  of  administration,  therefore, 
follows  the  policies  and  procedures  now  in 
use  in  the  administration  of  the  current 
program  of  Federal  school  lunch  assistance. 
Likewise,  schools  approved  for  special  assist¬ 
ance  will  be  required  to  meet  the  same  oper¬ 
ating  standards  required  of  other  schools 
receiving  Federal  school  lunch  assistance. 

Thus,  basically,  the  discretionary  authority 
contained  in  the  bill  is  designed  to  permit 
State  educational  agencies  working  in  close 
cooperation  with  the  Department  to  explore 
administrative  techniques  to  identify  those 
schools  in  need  of  special  assistance  and  to 
determine,  on  the  basis  of  operating  expe¬ 
rience,  the  extent  of  the  need  for  such 
assistance  among  the  various  States  and 
territories,  and  the  amounts  of  special  as¬ 
sistance  the  majority  of  such  schools  may 
require. 

We  intend,  if  such  authority  is  granted  to 
the  Department  for  fiscal  1963,  to  undertake 
a  detailed  evaluation  of  the  results  obtained 
under  this  authority,  together  with  recom¬ 
mendations  for  further  changes  in  policies 
and  procedures.  We  would  intend  to  keep 
the  subcommittee  informed  concerning  our 
evaluation  and  recommendations,  looking  to 
the  period  when  the  experience  of  State  edu¬ 
cational  agencies  and  the  Department  would 
permit  a  more  definitive  legislative  authori¬ 
zation  for  such  a  program  of  special  school 
lunch  assistance. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  P.  Duncan,  Jr., 

Assistarit  Secretary. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may 
consume. 

As  the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
has  said,  a  number  of  questions  were 
raised  when  this  bill  was  discussed  last 
week  with  respect  to  the  proposed  re¬ 
visions  suggested  by  the  committee.  In 
particular,  criticism  was  leveled  against 
section  11.  This  section,  in  my  opinion, 
was  a  very  undesirable  and  unnecessary 
blank  check  with  respect  to  substantial 
new  funds  to  supplement  the  existing 
program.  The  gentleman  in  a  statement 
described  this  criticism  as  Republican 
obstructionism. 

I  want  to  assure  the  Members  that 
there  is  no  effort  on  the  part  of  any 
Republican  to  obstruct  the  passage  of 
reasonable  legislation.  I  do  feel,  how¬ 
ever,  that  we  need  a  more  adequate  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  proposed  revisions  of  law. 

The  change,  for  instance,  will  adverse¬ 
ly  affect  the  District  of  Columbia.  There 
is  a  very  substantial  reduction  in  the 
amount  of  money  available  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  which  will  be  offset  to 
a  small  degree  by  an  additional  amount 
to  be  received  because  of  the  milk  which 
the  District  is  supplying  schoolchildren 
here. 

Even  more  fundamental  is  my  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  proposed  section  1 1 .  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  has  read  ex¬ 
tensively  from  a  letter  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture.  This  points 
out  how  they  would  administer  these 
funds  if  they  should  be  authorized  and 
appropriated. 

If  a  new  program  of  considerable  size 
is  to  be  enacted,  we  ourselves  should  put 
in  legislative  guidelines  to  aid  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  We  should  not  be  forced  to  rely 
on  what  the  Administrator  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  thinks  he  would  do. 


As  an  example,  it  seems  essential  that 
we  indicate  how  active  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  would  be  with  respect 
to  the  needed  aid.  We  should  provide 
some  kind  of  criteria  to  determine  how 
funds  would  be  made  available  to  the 
so-called  needy  school  districts,  and  un¬ 
der  what  terms.  Without  any  guidance, 
and  the  report  indicates  the  necessity 
for  guidance  on  pages  6,  7,  and  8,  we 
are  simply  providing  in  effect  a  new  pro¬ 
gram.  It  will  seek  to  supplement  what 
apparently  are  going  to  be  continuing 
inequities,  in  spite  of  the  proposed 
amendments  to  the  legislation  we  now 
have. 

I  might  say  that  the  letter  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  no  way  les¬ 
sens  my  objection  to  the  section.  In¬ 
stead,  it  underlines  the  necessity  for  us 
to  strike  out  entirely  this  language  in 
section  11.  At  the  very  least  we  should 
provide  some  assistance  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  working  out,  as  they  say,  effec¬ 
tive  and  practical  policies  and  procedures 
for  identifying  the  schools  which  are  in 
need  of  this  special  assistance,  and  for 
disbursing  these  funds. 

As  I  have  already  indicated,  we  sug¬ 
gest  guidelines  only  by  this  reference  in 
the  debate.  Of  necessity  this  must  be 
sketchy.  Without  legislative  provisions, 
there  is  no  assurance  that  present  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures  will  be  followed 
with  respect  to  the  new  funds.  There  is 
no  ceiling  on  the  amount  of  funds  to 
be  authorized.  Indeed,  there  is  no  indi¬ 
cation  now  just  how  extensive  the  need 
may  be  for  supplementing  existing  pro¬ 
grams.  It  seems  premature  for  us  to 
advocate  a  new  program  along  these 
lines.  As  I  said  last  week,  I  am  as 
anxious  as  anyone  to  see  as  many  school- 
children  as  possible  fed  adequate  meals, 
but  I  do  not  think  this  is  a  proper  way 
for  us  to  proceed  to  achieve  that  end. 

In  my  opinion,  we  should  proceed  with 
the  proposed  revisions  of  the  act,  and 
strike  entirely  the  new  program  repre¬ 
sented  by  section  11.  I  repeat,  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  offer  an  amendment  to  strike 
entirely  that  language.  This  in  no  way 
prejudices  the  other  suggested  changes. 
These  changes,  I  might  say,  to  sum¬ 
marize  what  we  said  last  week,  are  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  put  the  aid  where  it  is  needed, 
in  the  so-called  needy  schools,  and  to 
give  certain  other  areas  less.  In  that 
process  of  giving  less — the  State  of  Alas¬ 
ka  will  get  substantially  less,  and  particu¬ 
larly  the  District  of  Columbia — we  should 
guard  against  creating  new  inequities  in 
the  effort  to  see  that  the  existing  funds 
go  further  and  do  more  than  they  do 
today. 

In  any  event  we  should  not  authorize 
the  establishment  of  a  new  program 
without  any  kind  of  an  indication  as  to 
how  this  program  is  to  be  conducted. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  repeat,  I  will  offer  an  amendment  at 
the  appropriate  time  to  strike  out  sec¬ 
tion  11  from  the  bill.  We  can  then  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  consideration  of  these 
proposed  revisions,  to  which  I  think 
there  is  no  substantial  opposition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  having  ex¬ 
pired,  the  Clerk  will  read  the  bill  for 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amend¬ 
ed  to  read  as  follows: 

“appropriations  authorized 

“Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (herein¬ 
after  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other  than 
section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“apportionments  to  states 

“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any 
fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the  authorization  con¬ 
tained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the 
sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  available 
to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  program 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among 
the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less 
than  75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural 
commodities  and  other  foods  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Apportion- 
ment^among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State,  and  (2)  the  assistance 
need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  ap¬ 
portionment  to  any  State  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  following  method:  First,  deter¬ 
mine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying 
factors  (1)  and  (2);  second,  divide  this  in¬ 
dex  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the 
States  (exclusive  of  American  Samoa  for 
periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967);  and 
third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the 
total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  If  any  State 
cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it, 
or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available  un¬ 
der  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the 
States,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  ap¬ 
portionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the 
same  manner.  Notwithstanding  the  fore¬ 
going  provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  one-half 
of  any  funds  available  for  apportionment 
among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in 
the  manner  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year, 
and  one-half  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the 
five  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July 
1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30, 1967,  the  amount 
apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be 
$25,000  each  year,  which  amount  shall  be 
first  deducted  from  the  funds  available  for 
apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts 
to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “and 
less  the  amount  apportioned  to  him  pursu¬ 
ant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “,  less  the 
amount  apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to 
sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  “the 
same  proportion  of  the  funds  as  the  number 
of  children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17 
inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools 
within  the  State  is  of  the  total  number  of 
persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State  at¬ 
tending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of 
lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods 
and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by 


all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the 
State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears 
to  the  participation  rate  for  the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  is  redesignated  as  section  12  and 
subsections  (c)  and  (d)  thereof  are  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

“(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  neither  the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall 
impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to 
teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  in¬ 
struction  in  any  school. 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

“(2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as 
the  State  legislature  may  determine,  (A)  the 
chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the  State 
superintendent  of  public  instruction,  com¬ 
missioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer) ,  or 
(B)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the 
State  department  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any 
private  school  exempt  from  income  tax  un¬ 
der  section  501(c)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  of  1954. 

“(4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equip¬ 
ment  used  by  schools  in  storing,  preparing, 
or  serving  food  for  schoolchildren. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means 
a  number  equal  to  the  number  of  lunches, 
consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
meeting  the  minimum  requirements  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section 
9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under 
this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the 
case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual 
per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all 
the  States,  shall  be  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case 
of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per 
capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual 
per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall 
be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  ob¬ 
tained  by  dividing  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  all  the  States  by  the  aver¬ 
age  per  capita  income  for  such  State,  ex¬ 
cept  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  9  for 
any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph  (i)  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  for  any  State  and  for  all  the  States 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
basis  of  the  average  annual  per  capita  in¬ 
come  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for 
the  three  most  recent  years  for  which  such 
data  are  available  and  certified  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and 
(ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded 
in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending 
before  July  1, 1967. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  non¬ 
profit  private  school  of  high  school  grade 
or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico, 
shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care  cen¬ 
ters  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of 
Puerto  Rico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
further  amended  by  inserting  immediately 
after  section  10  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  There  is  -hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary,  under  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance  to 
schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in 
which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  for 
the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet 
the  requirements  established  in  this  Act 
concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches.” 


Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  take  effect  on  July  1,  1962. 

Mr.  BAILEY  (interrupting  the  reading 
of  the  bill) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  further  reading 
of  the  bill  be  dispensed  with  and  that  it 
be  open  to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
West,  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bailey  :  On  Page 
7,  strike  out  lines  1  through  10,  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

“Sec.  11  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1963,  the  sum  of  $10,000,000,  and  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter  such  sums  as  Con¬ 
gress  may  determine  to  be  necessary,  to  pro¬ 
vide  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing  at¬ 
tendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic 
conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping 
such  schools  to  meet  the  requirements  estab¬ 
lished  in  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of 
lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full 
cost  of  such  lunches. 

“(b)  The  Secreta  y  shall  establish  the 
terms  and  conditions  under  which  State  edu¬ 
cational  agencies  shall  approve  schools  for 
such  special  assistance  and  under  which  such 
agencies  shall  disburse  to  approved  schools 
the  funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

“(c)  The  terms  and  conditions  established 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
shall  be  used  by  the  Secretary  in  supplying 
special  assistance  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
in  any  State  in  which  the  State  educational 
agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse 
the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  non¬ 
profit  private  schools  in  the  State  or  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  match  Federal  funds 
made  available  for  use  by  such  nonprofit 
private  schools.” 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Evidently  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present.  The  Clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names: 

[Roll  No.  97] 


Addonizio 

Flood 

Kilburn 

Alexander 

Fogarty 

Kitchin 

Alford 

Fulton 

Libonati 

Alger 

Garland 

Loser 

Arends 

Gavin 

Mclntire 

Ashmore 

Gilbert 

McMillan 

Barrett 

Gonzales 

Marshall 

Boland 

Granahan 

Meader 

Boykin 

Grant 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Brewster 

Gray 

Moorehead, 

Buckley 

Green,  Pa. 

Ohio. 

Coad 

Gubser 

Moulder 

Collier 

Hall 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Colmer 

Halpern 

O’Konski 

Cook 

Hansen 

Osmers 

Corman 

Healey 

Peterson 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Hebert 

Philbin 

Daddario 

Hiestand 

Pilcher 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Rains 

Dent 

Holifield 

Reece 

Derwinski 

Holland 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Devine 

Horan 

Robison 

Diggs 

Jarman 

Roosevelt 

Donohue 

Johansen 

Roudebush 

Dooley 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rousselot 

Durno 

Judd 

St.  Germain 

Evins 

Karth 

Santangelo 

Fallon 

Kearns 

Saund 

Fenton 

Kee 

Seely-Brown 
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Shelley  Spence  Vinson 

Sibal  Thomas  Weis 

Sisk  Utt  Whitten 

Smith,  Miss.  Vanik  Zelenko 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Brooks,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Comrhittee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  11665)  and  finding  itself  without 
a  quorum,  he  had  directed  the  roll  to  be 
called,  when  336  Members  responded  to 
their  names,  a  quorum,  and  he  sub¬ 
mitted  herewith  the  names  of  the  ab¬ 
sentees  to  be  spread  upon  the  Journal. 

The  Committee  resumed  its  sitting. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]  is  rec¬ 
ognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
problem  facing  the  committee  at  this 
time  pertains  to  section  11.  I  had,  pre¬ 
vious  to  the  rollcall,  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  changing  the  present  section  11, 
which  reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary,  under  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  he  deems  to  be  in  the 
public  interest,  to  provide  special  assistance 
to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas 
in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist,  for 
the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet 
the  requirements  established  in  this  Act 
concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

It  was  my  purpose  in  offering  thj 
amendment  to  section  11  to  mollify  the 
feelings  of  the  minority  members  of  the 
committee  that  possibly  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  was  receiving  too  much  au¬ 
thority. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  was  to 
spell  out  guidelines  for  the  Secretary  and 
limit  his  authority. 

During  the  rollcall  I  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  talk  to  the  minority  members 
of  the  committee  and  they  have  an  ap¬ 
proach  to  section  11  which  I  as  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  the  members  of 
subcommittee  have  no  objection  to.  I 
assume  that  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Frelinghuysen]  will  offer 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  may  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  I  think  this 
amendment  he  has  offered  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction.  As  the  gentleman 
has  indicated,  I  myself  do  not  feel  that 
the  guidelines  which  are  provided,  which 
seem  both  desirable  and  necessary,  are 
sufficiently  spelled  out  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia. 

It  is  therefore  my  purpose,  and  after 
the  gentleman  has  concluded,  to  offer 
a  substitute  for  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment.  My  substitute,  I  might  say,  at¬ 
tempts  to  incorporate  the  guidelines 
indicated  in  the  report  on  the  bill.  In 
other  words,  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  has  already  indicated  how  they 
plan  to  carry  out  this  new  program.  It 
has  been  my  feeling  that  we  ought  to 
incorporate  those  basic  ideas  into  legis¬ 
lative  language. 


My  amendment,  therefore,  will  go 
somewhat  further  than  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  but  it  will  simply  attempt  to  carry 
out  what  is  basically  being  proposed  by 
the  Department,  should  funds  be  made 
available  for  this  supplemental  program. 
I  think  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  is  in  agreement  with  me  regard¬ 
ing  the  advisability  of  putting  certain 
limits  on  the  amounts  to  be  authorized, 
and  the  desirability  of  incorporating 
specific  guidelines  which  will  help  the 
Secretary  in  setting  up  this  program. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  the  purpose  of 
setting  up  the  hot  lunch  school  program 
in  1946  was  to  make  school  lunches 
available,  particularly  in  the  areas  where 
they  had  difficulty  in  carrying  on  a  pro¬ 
gram  of  that  kind.  The  purpose  of  sec¬ 
tion  11  of  this  bill  is  to  try  to  bring  to 
the  15  or  18  what  might  be  called  needy 
States  a  little  bit  of  assistance  that  will 
help  them  to  see  that  the  children  do 
not  go  hungry  at  lunchtime.  In  a  situa¬ 
tion  like  that  existing  in  my  State,  for 
instance,  31  out  of  every  100  meals  served 
last  year  were  free  meals  because  the 
children’s  parents  were  not  able  to 
participate.  They  were  fed  anyway. 
The  amendment  to  be  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  would  seek 
to  set  up  guidelines  in  support  of  the 
new  program. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair- 
^man,  I  offer  a  substitute  amendment, 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
as  a  substitute  for  the  amendment  offered 
by  Mr.  Bailey:  Page  7,  beginning  with  line 
2,  strike  out  all  down  through  line  10  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1964,  and  each  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  to  provide  additional  funds  to  certain 
schools  (selected  on  the  basis  of  factors  set 
forth  in  subsection  (b) )  to  assist  such 
schools  to  serve  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches.  From  the  sums  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year, 
the  Secretary  shall  reserve  such  amount  as 
may  be  necessary,  but  not  in  excess  of  3  per 
centum  thereof,  for  apportionment  to  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  Amer¬ 
ican  Samoa.  Such  amount  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  and  American  Samoa  on  the  basis  of 

( 1 )  the  relative  numbers  of  free  and  reduced 
price  lunches  served  during  the  preceding 
fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  this  Act  in  such  places  and 

(2)  the  relative  assistance  need  rates  of 
such  places.  The  remaining  amount  of  such 
sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  shall 
be  apportioned  among  the  States  (other 
than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam, 
and  American  Samoa)  on  the  same  bases. 
For  purposes  of  this  section,  American  Sa¬ 
moa  shall  be  deemed  to  have  an  assistance 
need  rate  equal  to  such  rate  for  Guam,  for 
periods  ending  before  July  1, 1967. 

“(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c), 
funds  apportioned  to  each  State  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  shall  be  paid  to  selected  schools 
in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  to  serve 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches.  Such 
schools  and  the  amounts  of  such  funds  that 
each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  shall 
be  determined  by  the  State  educational 
agency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  fac¬ 
tors:  (1)  The  economic  condition  of  the 


area  from  which  such  schools  draw  attend¬ 
ance:  (2)  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools 
for  free  or  reduced  price  lunches;  (3)  the 
percentages  of  free  and  reduced  priced 
lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their 
students;  (4)  the  cost  of  lunches  in  such 
schools  as  compared  to  the  average  cost  of 
school  lunches  throughout  the  State;  and 
(5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for  additional 
assistance  as  reflected  by  the  financial  po¬ 
sition  of  the  school  lunch  programs  in  such 
schools. 

“(c)  In  the  case  of  any  State  which  is 
not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  funds  paid 
to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from 
the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
this  section  an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches  served  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under 
this  Act  in  the  State  bears  to  the  number 
of  such  free  and  reduced  price  lunches 
served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in 
the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  select  non¬ 
profit  private  schools  in  each  such  State 
and  shall  determine  the  amounts  which 
shall  be  paid  to  each  such  school  from  time 
to  time  from  amounts  so  withheld,  on  the 
basis  of  the  same  factors  set  forth  in  sub¬ 
section  (b) .” 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  as  I  indicated  during  the  debate 
last  week,  I  had  intended  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  section  11  entirely 
from  the  bill.  I  felt  giving  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  such  complete  dis¬ 
cretion  with  respect  to  handling  funds 
for  an  entirely  new  program  in  the 
school  lunch  area  would  be  very  unde¬ 
sirable. 

I  am  still  of  two  minds  as  to  whether 
it  would  be  better  to  strike  section  11 
altogether,  or  to  modify  it  as  this  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  proposes  to  do.  I 
feel  that  a  new  program  such  as  this 
may  well  be  helpful  in  areas  where  real 
need  exists.  It  is  for  that  reason  that 
I  have  decided,  at  least  for  the  moment, 
until  we  see  whether  the  substitute  is 
successful  or  not,  to  offer  an  amendment 
which  would  simply  tighten  up  the  au¬ 
thority  given  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

The  gentleman  from  West  Virginia 
has  offered  an  amendment,  which  my 
substitute  also  provides,  which  would 
limit  the  funds  for  this  new  program  in 
the  first  year  to  a  maximum  of  $10  mil¬ 
lion.  However,  the  gentleman  from 
West  Virginia  simply  says  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  establish  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  a  State  educational 
agency  shall  distribute  this  new  money. 
My  amendment,  as  you  have  just  heard, 
would  spell  out  in  some  detail  how  this 
money  would  be  made  available.  This 
is  determined  basically  on  two  grounds: 
first,  the  relative  number  of  free  and 
reduced  price  lunches  served  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  and,  second,  the 
relative  assistance  needs  rates  of  such 
places. 

In  addition,  the  substitute  seeks  to 
clarify  who  has  the  basic  responsibility 
in  determining  which  schools  shall  get 
funds.  The  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  simply  proposes  that  the  Secretary 
shall  establish  terms  and  conditions 
under  which  State  agencies  shall  ap¬ 
prove  applications.  That  does  not  make 
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it  clear  whether  the  State  has  the  basic 
responsibility,  or  whether  it  is  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture. 

My  amendment,  on  the  other  hand, 
says  that  the  State  educational  agency 
shall  make  the  determination  about  the 
funds.  They  shall  consider  certain  fac¬ 
tors,  and  I  shall  reiterate  briefly  what 
those  factors  are.  They  do  not  have  to 
be  exclusive,  and  other  factors  could  be 
considered : 

First  would  be  the  economic  condition 
of  the  area  from  which  such  schools 
draw  attendance. 

Second,  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such 
schools  for  free  or  reduced  price  lunches. 

Third,  the  percentages  of  free  and  re¬ 
duced-price  lunches  being  served  in 
schools  to  their  students. 

Fourth,  the  cost  of  lunches  in  such 
schools  as  compared  to  the  average  cost 
of  school  lunches  throughout  the  State. 

Fifth,  the  need  of  such  schools  for 
additional  assistance  as  reflected  by  the 
financial  position  of  the  school  lunch 
programs  in  such  schools. 

This,  admittedly,  is  still  providing  a 
certain  amount  of  flexibility  with  respect 
to  a  new  program.  We  are  not  sure 
how  it  will  operate.  We  do  not  yet 
know  how  extensive  is  the  need,  above 
and  beyond  what  we  have  already  been 
providing.  This  at  least  would  provide 
some  legislative  guidelines  I  think. 
These  are  essential  to  what  may  well  be 
a  valuable  addition  to  our  school  lunch 
program. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge 
that  we  adopt  the  substitute.  Then,  I 
hope,  we  can  proceed  to  debate  the  pro¬ 
posed  revisions  of  the  act. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  POWELL.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  presentation.  I  would  like  to 
ask,  under  the  provisions  of  your  substi¬ 
tute,  how  would  Guam  and  American 
Samoa  be  taken  care  of,  because  they 
are  now  in  this  legislation? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Well,  I 
would  assure  the  chairman  that  Amer¬ 
ican  Samoa,  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guam  are  to  receive  not 
more  than  3  percent  of  the  total  allot¬ 
ment.  That  money  is  to  be  distributed 
as  it  is  in  the  States,  on  the  basis  of  the 
relative  number  of  free  and  reduced 
price  lunches  and  also  the  assistance 
need  rates.  In  the  case  of  American  Sa¬ 
moa,  at  the  end  of  subsection  (a) ,  Amer¬ 
ican  Samoa  shall  be  deemed  to  have  an 
assistance  need  rate  equal  to  such  rate 
for  Guam,  for  the  period  ending  before 
July  1,  1967.  In  other  words,  there  will 
be  specific  provision  made  to  provide 
funds  for  those  named  territories. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Frelinghuysen  1 
may  continue  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Section  11(a),  subsec¬ 
tion  1,  provides  for  the  relative  number 
of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served 
during  the  preceeding  fiscal  year.  That 


is  what  I  am  concerned  about,  because 
for  the  preceding  fiscal  year  Guam  and 
American  Samoa  were  not  included  in 
the  program. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  am  not 
sure  that  I  understand  the  purport  of 
the  gentleman’s  question,  or  was  it  an 
observation? 

Mr.  POWELL.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  shall  get  to  the  question. 

On  the  basis  of  the  relative  numbers 
of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served 
during  the  past  fiscal  year  by  these 
schools  participating  in  the  program  is 
the  language,  but  there  were  no  schools 
participating  in  this  program  in  Guam 
and  American  Samoa. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  We  do  still 
have  the  other  alternative,  the  relative 
need  rates  of  such  places.  I  might  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Powell]  that  what  the  proposed  thrust 
of  the  other  revisions  of  the  act  involves, 
is  to  reduce  the  amounts,  as  will  be  the 
case  in  the  District  of  Columbia  where 
there  has  not  been  participation. 
Schools  will  get  less  in  areas  where  there 
has  not  been  provision  either  for 
reduced-price  lunches  or  free  lunches.  It 
has  been  felt  that  we  may  thus  encour¬ 
age  a  greater  degree  of  participation  in 
the  serving  of  such  lunches,  if  we  do  pro¬ 
vide  less  funds. 

Mr.  POWELL.  We  will  have  a  further 
amendment,  a  substitute  to  be  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
O’Hara]  at  the  proper  time,  and  I  hope 
for  the  gentleman’s  support.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Florida. 

Mr.  HALEY.  What  the  gentleman  is 
attempting  to  do  here  is  to  establish 
guidelines  which  the  authors  of  this 
legislation  say  that  they  want  to  estab¬ 
lish  anyway;  is  that  right?- 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  indicated — and  the  proposed 
program  is  outlined  in  the  report  on  the 
bill  at  pages  6  through  8 — how  they 
would  handle  it.  It  is  my  feeling  that 
we  should  set  some  of  those  guidelines. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  2  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  It  is  my  hope 
that  this  language  will  provide  specific 
outlines  to  the  Department  with  respect 
to  this  new  program. 

Mr.  HALEY.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  has  already  indicated  that  it  is 
in  favor  of  this? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  any  of  the  suggested  guide 
lines  differ  in  any  way  from  what  the 
Department  says  it  was  planning  to  do. 
It  says  it  is  not  planning  to  disturb  the 
existing  administrative  handling  of 
these  programs,  and  that  the  respon¬ 


sibility  will  lie  still  with  the  States. 
However,  unless  we  spell  this  out  in  the 
language  of  the  amendment,  they  might 
feel  free  to  change  their  program  sub¬ 
stantially,  and  there  would  be  no  re¬ 
strictions  placed  upon  them.  I  think 
that  would  be  most  undesirable. 

Mr.  HALEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  explanation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has  again 
expired. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  an  additional  3  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  With  reference  to  the 
question  asked  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  full  committee,  I  do 
not  purport  to  be  an  expert  on  this, 
but  I  suggest  we  look  at  the  hearings,  on 
page  15  of  the  testimony  by  Mi\  Davis, 
an  Under  Secretary  who  administers  this 
program.  He  says  that  all  of  the  States 
have  the  national  school  lunch  program, 
including  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands 
and  Guam.  So  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands  and  Guam,  it  would  appear  to 
me,  have  a  record  at  which  to  look  in 
apportioning  the  funds  provided  for  in 
the  gentleman’s  amendment.  However, 
we  are  adding  for  the  first  time  American 
Samoa,  as  I  understand  it,  and  there  is  a 
provision  to  take  care  of  American 
Samoa.  That  would  seem  to  be  the  ex¬ 
planation  to  the  question  posed  by  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee.  But, 
perhaps,  there  is  more  to  it. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Again  I 
might  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  am 
no  expert  in  this  field,  either.  The  report 
on  the  bill,  unfortunately,  does  not  clari¬ 
fy  just  how  the  special  reserve  for  the 
territories  would  be  handled.  In  any 
event  I  would  assume  that  we  are  not 
prejudicing  the  case  for  the  territories 
through  the  use  of  the  language  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  substitute. 

Mi-.  GRIFFIN.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  point  I  want  to  make 
is  that  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands 
and  Guam  have  been  participating  in 
the  program  and  have  a  record  as  far 
as  the  distribution  of  free  lunches  and 
reduced-price  lunches  is  concerned. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
a  question,  if  the  gentleman  would  yield. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  would  be 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  said  that  the  question  of  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Pow¬ 
ell],  was  directed  to  the  problem  raised 
by  the  two  criteria  which  they  set  forth 
to  be  used  in  determining  apportionment 
among  the  Territories  and  among  the 
States. 
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The  two  criteria  are  the  relative  num¬ 
bers  of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches 
served  during  the  past  fiscal  year,  and 
the  relative  assistance  rates  of  such 
places. 

So,  if  no  free  lunches  were  served  here 
because  there  was  no  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  or  if  many  lesser  free  lunches  were 
seiwed  than  needed  to  be  served  because 
of  financial  difficulties  of  the  State  or/ 
territory,  they  would  not  be  entitled  to 
share  in  the  apportionment  according  to 
the  needs;  is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  No,  I  think 
the  gentleman  is  incorrect.  The  second 
part  of  the  provision,  the  relative  assist¬ 
ance  needs  rates,  would  qualify  such 
areas.  Any  territory  that  did  not  have 
any  on-going  school  lunch  program,  in 
my  opinion,  would  be  provided  automa¬ 
tically  some  funds,  to  be  made  available 
for  use  there. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  further, 
when  the  gentleman  uses  the  term  “rela¬ 
tive  assistance  needs  rates,”  is  he  not 
talking  about  the  equalization  formula 
.  found  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  bill  and 
not  at  all  about  the  situation  that  I  am 
asking  about  which  has  to  do  with  areas 
that  have  not  served  free  lunches  here¬ 
tofore? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  The  defini¬ 
tion  of  assistance  needs  rates,  I  might 
add,  is  on  page  5  of  the  bill,  beginning  on 
line  19.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  this 
language  would  make  available  funds  to 
a  territory  which  does  not  have  an  on¬ 
going  school  lunch  program,  even  though 
they  did  not  have  any  program.  As  I 
have  said,  the  whole  thrust  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  changes  is  to  encourage  participa¬ 
tion  of  States  and  territories  in  school 
lunch  programs.  So  I  do  not  think  we 
are  £oing  to  prejudice  the  case  of  any 
territory. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment  to  the  sub¬ 
stitute.  *  ' 

THe* CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  O’Hara]. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
statG  it 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  Chair  whether  it  is  in  order 
to  have  an  amendment  to  a  substitute 
for  an  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  of  the 
opinion  that  it  is. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  thank  the 
Chair. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  O’Hara  of 
Michigan  to  the  substitute  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  Mr.  Frelinghuysen  :  Amend  section 
11(b)  after  “the  relative  numbers  of  free 
and  reduced  price  lunches  served  during 
the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in 
such  places.”;  and  insert 

“(2)  the  need  of  students  in  such  places 
for  the  free  or  reduced  price  lunches.” 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
st&tc  it 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  as  I  understand  the  gentleman’s 


amendment,  he  proposed  to  amend  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  subsection  (a).  Subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  is  on  page  2  of  my  amendment, 
and  I  have  the  feeling  that  the  proposed 
amendment  may  have  been  read  incor¬ 
rectly.  This  is  an  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  11(a)  of  my  substitute. 

/Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair- 
unan,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  my 
amendment  be  considered  as  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  subsection  (a)  of  section  11  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendment  will  be  so  modified. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  modified  nmnndmrnt 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows ; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  O’Hara  of 
Michigan  to  the  substitute  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  Mr.  Frelinghuysen:  Amend  sec¬ 
tion  11,  paragraph  (a)  after:  “the  relative 
numbers  of  free  and  reduced  price  lunches 
served  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under 
this  Act  in  such  places.”;  insert: 

“(2)  the  need  of  students  in  such  places 
for  free  or  reduced  price  lunches.” 

And  renumber  accordingly. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  the  amendment  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Jersey  would  base  the 
apportionment  of  funds  under  the  spe¬ 
cial  assistance  provision  among  the 
States  and  territories  upon  two  factors: 
one,  the  relative  numbers  of  free  and 
reduced-price  lunches  served  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program  in  such  places 
and,  two,  the  relative  assistance  need 
rate  of  such  places. 

The  relative  assistance  need  rate  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  gentleman  is  defined  on 
page  5  of  the  bill.  It  refers  to  the  equali¬ 
zation  formula,  familiar  to  all  of  us, 
which  is  based  upon  the  per  capita  in¬ 
come  of  the  State. 

The  amendment  I  propose  would  in¬ 
sert  a  third  criterion  to  be  considered 
with  the  rest.  You  would  then  consider, 
one,  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price 
lunches  being  served;  two,  the  need  for 
such  lunches,  whether  or  not  an  appro¬ 
priate  number  of  them  were  served  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  year;  and,  three,  the  assist¬ 
ance  need  rate. 

My  reason  for  offering  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  that  we  found  during  the  hear¬ 
ings  that  in  a  number  of  States  and 
places  having  the  greatest  need,  a  large 
number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 
were  not  being  served  because  the  local 
community  just  was  unable  to  finance 
the  number  of  reduced-price  or  free 
lunches  that  should  have  been  served. 
We  perpetuate  the  difficulties  of  such 
communities  unless  we  insert  this  third 
criterion,  which  looks  at  not  only  the 
number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 
being  served  but  also  at  the  relative  need 
for  meals  of  this  type  in  the  State. 

For  my  part,  I  am  willing  to  accept 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  with  this  modification. 
However,  without  this  modification,  I  be¬ 
lieve  his  amendment  defeats  one  of  the 
purposes  of  the  special  assistance  fund 
as  found  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  O'HARA  of  Michigan.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  I  notice  the 
criterion  of  the  average  annual  income 
in  each  State.  The  people  of  Alaska, 
for  instance,  have  a  comparatively  high 
income  but  the  cost  of  living  is  so  high 
in  my  State  that  I  think  Alaska  would 
lose  to  a  certain  extent  under  the  for¬ 
mula  set  forth  in  this  bill  and  go  below 
what  it  has  been  getting.  Is  it  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  interpretation  that  the  special 
assistance  fund  provided  for  on  page  7 
of  the  bill  would  allow  for  adjustments 
with  regard  to  Alaska  and  in  similar  sit¬ 
uations  elsewhere? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  question  of  the  gentleman 
from  Alaska  I  wish  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  committee  to  pages  7  and  8  of  the 
committee  report,  which  deals  with  the 
situation  in  Alaska  and  expresses  the  be¬ 
lief  and  intention  of  the  committee  that 
the  special  assistance  fund  be  used  to  as¬ 
sist  in  solving  the  more  serious  problems 
in  Alaska.  This  portion  of  the  report 
also  indicates  the  intention  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  reevaluate  Alaska’s  special 
needs  in  light  of  experience  gained  under 
the  new  formula. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend- 
mentr*  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  has  pro¬ 
posed  a  third  test  for  the  distribution 
of  any  funds  that  may  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  new  program,  which  would 
necessitate  somebody,  presumably  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  considering  the 
need  of  students  in  various  places  for 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  actual  number  of  free  or  low- 
priced  lunches  and  in  addition  to  the 
assistance  need  rate. 

I  may’ say  that  if  we  have  to  require 
the  Secretary  before  he  distributes  any 
funds  to  determine  where  the  needs  are 
we  are  back  to  where  we  began ;  that  is, 
the  entire  job  of  deciding  how  this  money 
is  going  to  be  distributed — and  this  is 
the  crux  of  the  question — is  on  the 
shoulders  of  the  Secretary. 

As  an  example  of  what  I  mean,  the 
State  of  Michigan  might  have  no  need  in 
comparison  to  the  demands  of  many 
other  States  with  respect  to  their  stu¬ 
dents  for  free  or  low-priced  lunches. 

Even  though  they  could  qualify  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  free  meals  served, 
they  would  be  disqualified  under  the 
basis  of  the  criteria  now  proposed.  The 
place  for  determining  how  the  need 
factor  is  to  be  considered  is  after  the 
apportionment  of  funds  has  been  made 
to  the  various  States,  and  I  have  indi¬ 
cated  on  page  2  of  my  amendment  that 
the  State  educational  agency  should 
have  the  responsibility  of  taking  a  look 
at  the  actual  need  in  addition  to  the 
other  factors  which  I  pointed  out.  Even 
with  the  incorporation  of  a  third  factor 
in  this  part  of  the  program,  after  deter¬ 
mining  how  the  funds  should  be  distrib¬ 
uted,  we  would  end  up  with  the  very 
tangle  that  we  are  seeking  to  resolve  by 
this  whole  substitue. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  am  very 
glad  to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  wish  to 
indicate  to  the  House,  as  the  gentleman 
has  intimated  in  his  statement,  that  the 
language  I  attempt  to  insert  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  is  taken  from  the  gentleman’s 
paragraph  (b).  It  is  a  criteria  which 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  pro¬ 
poses  to  be  used  by  the  States  in  deter¬ 
mining  which  of  their  school  districts 
shall  get  how  much  of  these  special 
funds. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  The  gentle¬ 
man  does  not  require  that  the  State 
educational  agency  should  take  that 
into  consideration  as  one  of  the  several 
factors  in  determining  which  districts 
are  most  in  need  of  funds.  But,  to  have 
the  determination  before  the  money  is 
distributed  at  the  Federal  level,  to  in¬ 
ject  the  Federal  Government  into  a  de¬ 
termination  as  to  whether  students  need 
or  do  not  need  this  money  would  be  to 
destroy  what  should  basically  be  the 
States’  responsibility.  That  is  why  I  put 
it  in  the  bill  and  I  am  very  g'.ad  the 
gentleman  pointed  it  out  because  it 
clarifies  the  very  criticism  lam  making 
of  his  effort  to  put  it  in  a  part  of  the 
proposal  which  would  distribute  the 
funds  from  the  Federal  level  to  the  State. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  This  proposal  would  be 
particularly  helpful  in  reference  to  a 
rather  unusual  situation  existing  in 
A-lstskcH 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  To  which 
proposal  does  the  gentleman  refer? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  where  the  price 
of  food  is  so  high  and  the  cost  of  meals 
is  so  exceptionally  high.  Would  this 
not  give  some  additional  leeway  in  han¬ 
dling  this  problem? 

Mr,  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  am  not 
sure.  We  discussed  the  problem  that  the 
District  of  Columbia  has  with  reference 
to  the  proposed  revisions  in  our  school 
lunch  program  and  also  the  report  indi¬ 
cates  that  Alaska  may  well  have  diffi¬ 
culties.  Of  course,  for  the  money  to  be 
made  available,  the  new  program  itself 
may  well  benefit  Alaska  if  they  can  state 
their  case  and  come  in  with  a  justifica¬ 
tion  as  to  why  they  need  some  assistance. 

This  has  nothing  to  do,  I  might  say, 
with  the  proposal  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  to  add  a  third  test  for  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  funds  from  the  Federal  level 
to  the  State  level.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
from  West  Virginia  agrees  with  me  that 
this  would  be  very  unwise  language  to 
incorporate  in  the  allotment  formula. 
Would  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  care  to  comment  as  to  the  wisdom 
of  adopting  the  suggestion  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  will  agree  with  me  that 
the  purpose  of  this  legislation  and  the 
purpose  of  revising  the  hot  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  see  to  it  that  meals  are  made 
available  wherever  there  is  a  need  for 
them. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  think  that 
is  a  very  broad  statement.  We  have  no 
idea  whether  $10  million  is  going  to 


achieve  that  laudable  end,  but  certainly 
we  are  seeking  to  make  our  money  go  as 
far  as  possible. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has  expired. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  may  pro¬ 
ceed  for  3  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  has  completed  his  statement,  will 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  am  glad 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  would 
gather  from  the  gentleman’s  response  to 
my  earlier  question,  that  he  feels  the 
criteria  proposed  by  me  which  is  taken 
from  his  subsection  (b)  is  a  perfectly 
valid  criteria.  It  is  one  where  you  re-{ 
quire  the  States  to  examine  in  determin¬ 
ing  which  of  their  school  districts  shall 
receive  funds.  You  think  as  a  criteria 
that  is  just  dandy,  but  only  when  the 
decision  or  the  criteria  is  applied  by  a 
State  official  rather  than  a  Federal  offi¬ 
cial  apparently. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  will  say  to 
the  gentleman,  if  we  should  allow  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  the 
basic  determination  as  to  where  the  need 
is,  we  would  be  back  to  the  wholly  inade¬ 
quate  language  that  is  presently,  or 
which  was  originally  proposed  in  section 
11.  I  would  think  it  would  be  far  better 
to  strike  the  whole  program  and  send 
it  back  to  our  committee  and  thrash  this 
out  in  committee  than  to  come  up  with 
no  guidelines.  I  would  not  think  that 
we  are  providing  guidelines,  if  we  make 
it  necessary  for  him  to  consider  the  needs 
of  students  in  Michigan  before  he  makes 
any  allotment  to  Michigan  because  the 
basic  problem  is  that  there  are  presum¬ 
ably  needs  everywhere.  Participation, 
and  assistance  need  should  be  the  tests 
on  which  to  distribute  funds  to  the  50 
States  and  2  territories,  in  my  opinion, 
and  I  remain  in  firm  opposition  to  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan,  much  as  I 
respect  his  judgment  in  most  cases. 

Mr.  O'HARA  of  Michigan.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  for  his  kind  words,  but  I  just 
wanted  to  put  “need”  in  both  cases.  If 
he  were  going  to  put  in  “need”  as  the 
basis  of  determination  for  the  District  I 
think  we  should  make  the  same  deter¬ 
mination  when  we  apportion  funds 
among  the  States.  That  was  the  purpose 
of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  The  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  pointed  out  that 
the  valuation  by  State  authorities  would 
determine  to  some  extent  what  assist¬ 
ance  the  local  schools  would  get.  The 
gentleman  did  not,  however,  remark 
about  my  former  inquiry  addressed  to 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  in  regard 
to  the  special  assistance  fund.  May  I 
have  the  gentleman’s  observation  on 
that? 


Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  would  sup¬ 
pose  this  new  program  authorized  by 
section  11  would  be  of  some  help  to 
Alaska  which  presents  a  peculiar  prob¬ 
lem.  Consideration  was  given  as  to 
whether  a  formula  should  be  developed 
which  would  take  into  consideration  the 
high  cost  of  providing  food  in  the 
gentleman’s  area,  but  it  was  felt  that 
that  would  be  difficult  to  incorporate 
into  a  basic  formula,  even  though  it  is  a 
very  real  factor  in  Alaska.  It  is  for  that 
reason  I  decided  against  eliminating 
section  11  altogether,  because  I  do  feel 
that  the  proposed  change  may  work 
hardships,  and  I  should  be  most  reluc¬ 
tant  to  have  what  we  consider  to  be 
changes  in  the  right  direction  in  effect 
create  new  inequities. 

So  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  from 
Alaska  that  I  would  think  my  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  helpful  to  his  State. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has  expired. 

(Upon  request  of  Mr.  Griffin  and  by 
unanimous  consent  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  3  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  I  am  somewhat  con¬ 
fused  in  considering  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  Mr.  O’Hara.  I  think  it  might  be 
helpful  to  fix  attention  upon  the  pro¬ 
posal  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
apportion  the  funds  among  the  States, 
which  they  had  recommended  in  section 
11,  and  on  page  6  of  the  report.  In 
paragraph  B  at  the  bottom  of  that  page 
they  say : 

It  is  proposed,  therefore,  that  an  appor¬ 
tionment  formula  for  the  division  of  such 
funds  be  based  upon  the  number  of  free  or 
reduced-price  meals  being  served  to  needy 
children,  adjusted  for  the  ability  of  a  State 
to  finance  such  meals  as  measured  by  the 
relationship  of  the  national  average  per 
capita  income  to  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  various  States.  Because  of  the  atypical 
situation  in  the  territories  (Puerto  Rico, 
Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa) , 
a  special  reserve  would  be  established  for 
them. 

The  gentleman  has  used  that  phrase 
in  his  amendment,  "relative  need  for 
special  assistance.” 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  It  seems  to 
me  the  gentleman  has  tried  in  his 
amendment  to  use  the  same  criteria  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  has  ac¬ 
tually  said  it  would  use.  If  we  put  this 
language  in  the  bill  we  are  essentially 
agreeing  with  them.  I  agree  that  the 
gentleman  has  stated  it  correctly.  My 
thought  is  to  incorporate  what  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  said  it  would 
finally  use  as  its  test  for  the  distribution 
of  this  new  money. 

Mr.  GRIFFIN.  Then  after  apportion¬ 
ing  the  money  among  the  States  on  the 
basis  of  need,  according  to  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  amendment  the  States  would 
divide  that  assistance  on  the  basis  of  the 
need  of  the  students.  That  is  one 
criterion. 
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Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  The  gentle-  section  11  as  just  amended,  but  it  seems 
man  is  correct,  and  I  thank  him  for  his  to  me  what  we  have  done  is  simply  to 
contribution.  restate  what  the  original  language  ap- 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  would  pearing  on  page  7  of  the  bill  would  have 
like  to  add  apropos  the  comments  of  my  provided.  This  will  give  the  Secretax-y 
colleague  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Griffin]  of  Agriculture,  whether  he  wants  it  or 
that  if  he  had  read  on  to  the  bottom  not,  the  basic  responsibility  for  making 
of  the  next  paragraph  (C),  he  would  an  apportionment  of  funds  under  this 
have  found  that  25  percent  of  the  funds  new  pi-ogram  on  the  basis  of  the  needs 
would  be  held  in  reserve  by  the  Depart-  of  the  students  for  free  or  reduced- 
ment  to  be  equitably  distributed  among  price  lunches.  That  is  a  hopeless  task 
those  States  demonstrating  a  need  for  for  any  Secretary  to  do.  As  a  practical 
funds  in  excess  of  their  initial  and  re-  matter,  the  report  indicates  that  they 
serve  apportionments.  That  is  not  tied  plan  to  share  that  responsibility  with 
in  to  the  distribution  formula  for  the  the  States,  but  now  we  have  deliberately 
other  75  percent  spoken  of  by  the  gentle-  placed  it  on  the  Secretary.  We  have  ex¬ 
man  from  Michigan.  eluded  any  responsibility  on  the  part  of 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  I  might  say  the  States,  and  it  seems  to  me  we  are 
that  is  one  of  the  objectionable  features  launching  on  a  program  which  will  not 
of  the  proposal  of  the  Department  of  only  be  new  but  which  would  be  a  thor- 
Agriculture,  in  my  opinion,  because  in  oughly  undesirable  effort.  We  have 
effect  it  makes  it  a  slush  fund.  It  says  within  our  grasp  a  reasonable  solution 
that  50  percent  shall  be  allocated,  25  to  this  problem  to  distribute  whatever 
percent  held  in  reserve  and  given  to  funds  may  be  made  available  on  the 
areas  which  are  not  defined,  and  an  ad-  basis  of  the  actual  participation  by  the 
ditional  25  percent  will  also  be  held  in  various  States  and  also  the  basic  needs 
reserve.  I  think  that  is  a  very  undesir-  of  the  States.  And,  I  underline  “the 
able  way  to  handle  it  from  an  adminis-  basic  needs  of  the  States,”  not  of  the 
trative  point  of  view,  and  certainly  from  school  children  in  the  States.  If  we 
a  legislative  point  of  view  it  would  be  confuse  the  issue  by  saying  that  the 
most  undesirable.  needs  of  the  children  themselves  must 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  be  determined  before  we  make  any  dis- 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on  tribution  to  the  States,  we  are  back  with 
the  pending  amendment  and  all  amend-  what  I  consider  a  most  undesirable  pi'O- 
ments  thereto  close  in  5  minutes.  gram. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  the  necessity 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  for  belaboring  this  problem  as  long  as 
New  York?  we  have,  because  it  is  not  a  question  of 

There  was  no  objection.  providing  more  assistance  to  the  areas 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  of  greatest  need.  We  are  in  general 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words,  agreement  that  that  is  a  desirable  goal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  in  favor  of  the  We  hope  that  the  changes  in  the  for- 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman  mula  of  distribution  of  the  existing  pro- 
from  Michigan  to  the  Frelinghuysen  sub-  grams  will  be  helpful,  and  I  myself  feel 
stitute,  and  I  would  therefore  request  that  a  new  program  such  as  section  11 
that  we  support  the  amendment  offered  also  could  be  helpful.  But,  it  cannot  be 
by  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  helpful,  in  my  opinion,  if  we  insist  on 
O’Hara]  as  a  substitute,  pass  it,  and  then  giving,  without  any  indication  as  to  how 
agree  to  the  Frelinghuysen  substitute.  he  is  to  make  this  determination,  the 
The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on  responsibility  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman  culture.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  O’Hara]  to  the  sub-  think  we  should  reject  entirely  section 
stitute  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  11.  We  should  see  how  that  operates 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Frelinghuysen],  and  not  how  the  provisions  of  the  pro- 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  gram  will  affect  such  areas  as  Alaska 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Frelenghuy-  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  And,  also 
sen)  there  were — 34  ayes,  31  noes.  we  can  make  a  determination  as  to  the 
So  the  amendment  to  the  substitute  extent  of  in-met  needs,  in  which  the 
was  agreed  to.  Federal  Government  might  help.  We 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on  will  not  be  in  any  sense  prejudicing  the 
the  substitute  amendment,  as  amended.  ./Ongoing  program.  We  will  be  merely 
The  substitute  amendment,  as  amend,  /taking  a  good  look  on  what  we  a,re  estab- 
ed.  was  agreed  to  /  lishing  as  a  Federal  responsibility  in 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  now  this  field. 


recurs  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virgina,  Mr. 
Bailey,  as  amended  by  the  substitute. 

The  amendment,  as  amended,  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair- 
mam  I  offer  an  amendment  to  strike 
section  11  from  the  bill. 

le  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

'Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Frelinghuysen  : 
sglnning  with  page  6.  line  20,  strike  all 
down  and  through  line  10  on  page  7. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  regret  the  necessity  for  offering 
this  amendment  to  strike  all  of  this  new 


As  I  say,  I  offer  this  proposal  to  strike 
section  11  entirely  with  some  reluctance 
but  only  because  we  have,  with  all  good 
intentions,  deliberately  avoided  what  I 
was  seeking  by  my  substitute. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  debate  on 
this  amendment - 

Mr,  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  X  will 
object  to  that  before  the  request  is  even 
made. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  all  debate  on  this  section  close  at  2 
o’clock. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  comes 
first  on  the  motion  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  preferential  motion. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
have  that  opportunity  after  this  motion 
is  disposed  of. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  surprised  that  the 
chairman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  at  16  minutes  of  2 
in  the  afternoon  would  circumscribe  de¬ 
bate  on  this  bill  or  any  other  bill.  This 
is  symptomatic  of  what  is  going  on  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  these  days. 
Too  few  Members  seem  to  want  to  do 
any  work  at  all  on  the  House  floor.  We 
are  getting  out  of  the  habit  of  giving  de¬ 
cent  consideration  to  legislation.  Are 
we  to  expect  this  sort  of  thing  from  here 
on  to  the  end  of  this  session?  Why 
should  there  be  a  limitation  of  debate  at 
16  minutes  of  2  in  the  afternoon?  I  will 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Powell],  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  to  tell  me  why  he  imposes  this 
kind  of  a  gag  rule  on  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  if  he  cares  to  do  it.  Ap¬ 
parently  he  does  not. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
section  1 1  of  the  bill  because  of  the  dele¬ 
gation  of  power  and  blank  check  it  gives 
to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  I  am 
surprised  that  my  good  friend,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey], 
is  trying  to  sustain  section  11  of  the  bill, 
in  view  of  his  attitude  against  delegation 
of  power  with  respect  to  the  Ti’ade 
Agreements  Act. 

I  was  in  hopes  the  gentleman  would 
lend  his  support  to  striking  a  sweeping 
delegation  of  power  out  of  this  bill,  in 
view  of  what  I  am  sure  he  will  be  saying 
on  the  floor  of  the  House  about  10  days 
or  2  weeks  hence  when  the  free  trade 
bill  comes  before  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  delegations  of 
power  to  appointed  officials  of  Govern¬ 
ment  to  establish  policy  and  to  spend 
money  as  they  see  fit  are  coming  with  all 
too  much  frequency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  section  does  not 
belong  in  this  bill  or  in  any  other  bill 
passed  by  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States.  As  one  who  has  supported 
school  lunch  programs  in  the  past  I  urge 
that  it  be  stricken  out  or  amended  as 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey  pro¬ 
poses. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
O’Hara]  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  without  questioning  in  any  way 
the  sincerity  or  good  intentions  of  the 
gentleman  fi’om  New  Jei'sey  [Mr.  Fre¬ 
linghuysen]  I  would  like  to  observe  that 
the  actions  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  on  this  particular  part  of  the 
school  lunch  amendments  demonstrate 
the  dilemma  in  which  the  gentleman 
finds  himself.  In  his  amendment  to  cure 
what  he  seems  to  believe  are  the  defects 
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of  section  11,  he  inserts  the  very  same 
criteria  to  which  he  objects.  He  says 
to  the  States,  “You  shall  consider  not 
only  the  number  of  free  lunches  being 
served  by  the  school  districts  in  deter¬ 
mining  to  which  districts  you  shall  dis¬ 
tribute  these  special  assistance  funds. 
You  shall  also  consider  the  relative  need 
of  students  in  these  districts  for  free  or 
reduced  price  lunches.”  In  other  words, 
how  many  schoolchildren  in  these  dis¬ 
tricts  do  not  have  the  financial  where¬ 
withal  to  pay  the  standard,  going  rates 
for  their  school  lunches  and  how  many 
such  children  attend  schools  that  do 
not  have  the  financial  ability  to  provide 
reduced  cost  meals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  by  accepting  my 
amendment  to  the  Frelinghuysen  sub¬ 
stitute  we  apply  the  very  same  criteria 
to  the  Federal  Government  when  it  ap¬ 
portions  the  funds  among  the  various 
States.  We  say,  “Look  at  not  only  the 
number  of  free  lunches  being  served,  but 
at  the  number  of  needy  students,  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  they  were  in  the  last  fiscal 
year  receiving  free  lunches,  in  determin¬ 
ing  your  apportionment  among  the 
States.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  decisions  will  not 
be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
on  an  ouija  board.  He  will  propose  reg¬ 
ulations  and  criteria  which  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register.  I  am 
sure  there  will  be  hearings  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  regulations.  They  will  be  worked 
out  in  consultation  with  the  school  lunch 
officials  in  each  and  every  State. 

This  is  not  going  to  be  a  grab-bag. 
We  do  not  believe,  as  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey  apparently  does,  that  this  is 
an  unwarranted  delegation  of  power.  It 
is  simply  a  recognition  of  what  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has,  him¬ 
self,  recognized  by  his  failure  to  frame 
his  own  amendment  to  take  care  of  this 
problem.  Indeed,  appropriate  language 
is  not  easy  to  frame  legislatively. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  The  gentle¬ 
man  has  just  underlined  the  basic  di¬ 
lemma  which  we  are  facing,  not  only 
the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  but  all 
of  us,  because  he  is  pointing  out  that 
there  is  a  problem  with  reference  to 
needy  schools.  My  question,  and  the 
reason  I  am  very  strongly  opposed  to 
the  amendment  which  has  been  accepted, 
is  that  we  as  a  practical  matter  are  im¬ 
posing  an  intolerable  obligation  at  the 
Federal  level  to  make  a  determination 
with  regard  to  the  number  of  needy 
students  in  each  of  the  50  States  before 
distributing  any  funds. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  itself 
says  that  the  program  they  had  planned 
to  set  up  under  the  discretionary  au¬ 
thority  in  section  11,  would  permit  State 
educational  agencies  to  explore  tech¬ 
niques  to  identify  schools  in  need  of  such 
assistance  and  the  extent  of  the  need 
for  such  assistance  among  the  various 
States  and  Territories. 

This  would  seem  to  indicate  more 
clearly  than  the  gentleman  is  willing  to 
do  that  the  States  should  have  the  basic 
responsibility. 


Subsection  (b)  of  my  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  would  place  the  authority  where  it 
should  be  placed,  at  the  State  level.  It 
should  not  be  necessary  for  the  Federal 
Government,  before  it  apportions  any 
fund,  to  make  a  determination  as  to  how 
many  needy  children  there  are  in  the 
various  States  and  how  needy  those  chil¬ 
dren  are.  From  a  practical  point  of 
view  the  census  makes  no  such  kind  of 
tabulation.  There  is  no  way  in  which 
to  resolve  the  question  of  how  you  are 
going  to  weigh  that  factor  in  relation  to 
the  others.  For  instance,  if  need  was 
not  found  in  the  State  of  Michigan,  the 
gentleman’s  State  would  not  get  the 
amount  of  money  to  which  it  otherwise 
would  be  entitled.  You  are  bypassing 
a  basic  State  responsibility  and  you  are 
creating  an  administrative  impossibil¬ 
ity.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I  pleaded, 
unfortunately  without  success,  for  the 
enactment  of  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Powell]. 

(Mr.  POWELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mi-.  POWELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
to  make  a  few  remarks  for  the  benefit 
of  those  who  are  grossly  misinformed  or 
grossly  ignorant  concerning  the  matter 
before  us. 

This  legislation  was  introduced  early 
in  1961.  Hearings  were  held  under  the 
subcommittee  chairmanship  of  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  and  beloved  friend  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey],  in  August  of  1961. 

Executive  sessions  were  held  in  Janu¬ 
ary  and  February  of  1962.  The  bill  was 
reported  out  of  the  subcommittee  unani¬ 
mously.  The  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
happened  not  to  be  present  at  that  par¬ 
ticular  meeting,  but  the  other  members 
of  his  party  who  were  present  voted  in 
favor  of  it.  Then  the  bill  was  presented 
to  the  full  committee  and  it  was  unani¬ 
mously  reported  by  the  full  committee; 
not  a  single  member  of  the  minority, 
including  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey,  who  was  then  present,  voted 
against  it. 

On  May  9,  a  clean  bill  was  introduced. 
On  May  14  it  was  referred  to  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  again,  in  executive  session, 
reported  out  unanimously,  and  again 
with  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
voting  in  favor  of  it.  Then  it  went  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Rules  where  all 
the  members  of  the  committee,  Re¬ 
publican  and  Democrat,  who  appeared 
before  the  committee  and  spoke  in  favor 
of  it.  It  was  again  unanimous. 

Now  we  have  just  accepted  the  sub¬ 
stitute  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  Jersey,  except  for  the  amendment 
to  that  substitute  by  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan. 

Even  the  committee  report  was  unani¬ 
mous.  There  were  no  minority  views. 

May  I  say  that  if  you  adopt  this  new 
amendment  to  strike  this  section  the  net 
effect  will  be  that  you  will  kill  aid,  espe¬ 
cially  to  needy  children,  in  those  school 
districts  where  the  school  districts  do 
not  have  the  funds  to  provide  free 
lunches  at  all. 

If  you  want  to  have  that  on  your  con¬ 
science,  then  go  ahead. 


I  call  for  the  defeat  of  this  Republican 
effort  to  kill  free  school  lunches  to  those 
children  who  need  them  most. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POWELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York,  I  think,  has  put 
the  matter  very  well.  I  should  like  to 
call  attention  to  another  fact.  The 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  has  ex¬ 
pressed  doubt  that  the  Secretary  could 
determine  how  many  needy  students 
there  were  in  each  State.  Yet  he  re¬ 
quires  the  States  to  determine  the  num¬ 
ber  of  needy  students  in  each  of  their 
school  districts.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  can  add.  If  they  add  to¬ 
gether  the  determinations  of  the  States 
of  the  number  of  needy  students  in  each 
of  their  districts,  which  they  are  going 
to  have  to  make  under  subsection  (b)  of 
the  gentleman’s  proposal,  they  will  have 
arrived  at  the  number  of  students  in 
each  State  needing  free  or  reduced-price 
lunches  and  can  make  their  apportion¬ 
ment  accordingly. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  chairman  of  the 
full  committee  [Mr.  Powell],  has  just 
stated  that  we  have  been  grossly  misin¬ 
formed  about  the  contents  of  this  bill. 

I  am  not  sure  whether  he  has  been  dis¬ 
cussing  anything  said  on  the  floor  or  in 
previous  discussions  but,  as  far  as  I 
know,  there  has  been  considerable  en¬ 
lightenment  with  respect  to  the  value 
of  certain  provisions  of  this  bill  and  I 
think  there  has  been,  with  good  reason, 
attention  called  to  the  value  of  this 
section  11. 

The  fact  that  our  full  committee  re¬ 
ported  it  out  in  its  present  form  does 
not  indicate  that  we  have  recommended 
good  legislation,  because  what  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  already  done  with  this  bill 
has  suggested  we  did  not  take  a  good 
look  at  certain  provisions  of  it. 

I  should  like  to  reiterate  in  closing 
that  we  do  all  have  a  responsibility  for 
establishing  sensible  programs.  The 
gentleman  from  New  York  is  misinform¬ 
ing  us,  I  am  sure  unintentionally,  when 
he  says  that  if  we  should  strike  section 

II  from  this  bill  the  needy  children  will 
not  receive  aid  under  this  program.  We 
have  had  a  school  lunch  program  for 
years  and  presumably  those  who  are 
being  aided  are  those  who  need  it  most. 
So  the  fact  is,  whether  or  not  we  are 
incorporating  a  new  provision  to  pro¬ 
vide  additional  assistance,  we  are  cer¬ 
tainly  under  a  continuation  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  providing  aid,  which  has  proven 
itself  to  be  of  value  and  which  can  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so. 

I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  be 
stampeded  into  hasty  action  because  of 
this  feeling  that  if  we  do  not  we  have 
acted  against  the  schoolchildren  of  this 
Nation.  What  we  are  trying  to  do  is 
determine  what  is  a  fair  division  of 
responsibility  between  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  our  State  governments.  In 
my  opinion,  the  State  agency  should 
have  the  initial  responsibility  of  making 
the  determination  as  to  where  the  addi¬ 
tional  assistance  should  go.  It  should 
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not  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture.  The  present  Sec¬ 
retary  has  plenty  of  problems  of  his  own 
without  adding  still  another  one  in  this 
particular  form.  I  would  hope  that  we 
will  in  some  way  either  be  able  to  con¬ 
sider  what  we  have  done  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  11,  or  that  my  amendment  to  strike 
the  whole  thing  entirely  from  the  bill 
will  be  accepted. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mi*.  FrelinghttysenI. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Griffin)  ,  there 
were — ayes  43,  noes  41. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  Mr.  Bailey  and  Mr.  Fre- 
linghuysen  as  tellers. 

The  Committee  again  divided,  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  62, 
noes  77. 

s..  So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 
\The'^HAliiMAJN .  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  Chair, 
Mr.  Brooks  of  Texas,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  consider¬ 
ation  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the 
formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance 
funds  among  the  States  under  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
657,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  an  amendment  adopted  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  quali¬ 
fies.  The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Ashbrook  moves  to  recommit  the  bill, 
H.R.  11665,  to  the  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor  with  instructions  to  report  the 
same  back  to  the  House  forthwith  with  the 
following  amendment: 

Page  7,  beginning  with  line  2,  strike  out 
all  down  through  line  10  and  Insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  each  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  to  provide  additional  funds  to  certain 
schools  (selected  on  the  basis  of  factors  _set 
forth  in  subsection  (b) )  to  assist  such 
schools  to  serve  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches.  Prom  the  sums  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  reserve  such  amount  as  may 
be  necessary,  but  not  in  excess  of  3  per 
centum  thereof,  for  apportionment  to  Puerto 


Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa.  Such  amount  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa  on  the 
basis  of  (1)  the  relative  numbers  of  free 
and  reduced  price  lunches  served  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  places 
and  (2)  the  relative  assistance  need  rates 
of  such  places.  The  remaining  amount  of 
such  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States 
(other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  and  American  Samoa)  on  the  same 
bases.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa  shall  be  deemed  to  have  an  as¬ 
sistance  need  rate  equal  to  such  rate  for 
Guam,  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

“(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c), 
funds  apportioned  to  each  State  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  shall  be  paid  to  selected  schools 
in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  to  serve 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches.  Such 
schools  and  the  amounts  of  such-  funds  that 
each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  shall 
be  determined  by  the  State  educational 
agency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors: 

( 1 )  The  economic  condition  of  the  area  from 
which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the 
needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools  for  free  or 
reduced  price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages 
of  free  and  reduced  priced  lunches  being 
served  in  such  schools  to  their  students; 
(4)  the  cost  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as 
compared  to  the  average  cost  of  school 
lunches  throughout  the  State;  and  (5)  the 
need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assist¬ 
ance  as  reflected  by  the  financial  position 
of  the  school  lunch  programs  in  such 
schools. 

“(c)  In  the  case  of  any  State  which  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to 
it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from 
the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
this  section  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  such 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches  served  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  pri¬ 
vate  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  this  Act  in  the  State  bears  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  such  free  and  reduced  price  lunches 
served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  par¬ 
ticipating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in 
the  State.  The  Secretary  shall  select  non¬ 
profit  private  schools  in  each  such  State  and 
shall  determine  the  amounts  which  shall  be 
paid  to  each  such  school  from  time  to  time 
from  amounts  so  withheld,  on  the  basis  of 
the  same  factors  set  forth  in  subsection 
(b).” 

Mr.  ASHBROOK  (interrupting  the 
reading! .  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  further  reading  of  the  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit  be  dispensed  with.  It 
is  the  Frelinghuy^en  amendment  as  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  committee. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 
There  was  no  objection. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
this  I  request  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  previous 
order  of  the  House,  further  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  bill  will  be  postponed  until 
tomorrow.  


>xOORRECTION  OF  ROLLCA^K 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Speaker^on  rollcall 
No.  88  on  May  16, 1  am  inadvertently  re¬ 
corded  as  berng;  absenh/T  was  present 
and  answered  tohay  name.  I  ask  unani- 


8995 

mous  consent  that  the  permanent  Re^ 
ord  and  Journal  may  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ken¬ 
tucky? 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

' 

CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  SCHADEBERG/ Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  my  remarks 
and  the  letter  from/a  publisher  appear¬ 
ing  therein  on  page  8430  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  fpr  May  23  be  expunged 
from  the  permanent  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  requestdf  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin?  / 

There ywas  no  objection. 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

(Mr.  LANGEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
pleasure  to  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  11665, 
an  amending  measure  that  goes  a  long 
way  toward  correcting  a  situation  which 
has  kept  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  from  being  the  complete  success 
that  was  intended.  The  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor  is  to  be  commended 
for  recognizing  that  the  school  lunch 
program  is  an  investment  in  the  health 
of  our  Nation. 

Certainly  the  school  lunch  program 
now  is  considered  an  integral  part  of  our 
overall  educational  system  and  serves  not 
only  to  contribute  to  the  mental  and 
physical  well-being  of  our  schoolchildren, 
but  also  has  a  tremendous  impact  on 
our  agricultural  and  ovei'all  economy. 

It  has  long  been  my  feeling,  which  has 
been  made  known  to  my  colleagues  in 
the  past,  that  a  school  lunch  dollar  is 
better  utilized  if  directed  toward  the  stu¬ 
dent  who  participates  in  the  program 
rather  than  toward  a  school  population 
in  general.  That  is  why  it  is  so  heart¬ 
ening  at  this  moment  to  see  a  measure 
before  us  that  will  distribute  these  im¬ 
portant  funds  on  a  more  equitable  basis 
and  bring  about  efficiency  in  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  program. 

In  essence,  this  bill  changes  but  one 
of  the  two  factors  in  the  formula  used 
to  allocate  school  lunch  dollars.  The 
other  factor,  which  takes  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  economic  condition  of  the  State, 
will  continue  to  do  just  that.  The 
change  we  are  asked  to  consider  today 
is  whether  the  first  factor  should  reflect 
the  number  of  students  actually  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program  or  continue  the 
present  inequitable  practice,  of  ignoring 
the  participating  students  in  favor  of  a 
broad  base  of  total  students  enrolled  in 
our  schools. 

The  great  State  of  Minnesota  is  a  good 
example  of  what  has  happened  in  the 
distribution  of  these  funds  under  the 
present  system.  When  the  President 
signed  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  in 
1946,  the  maximum  reimbursement  was 
set  at  9  cents  per  complete  balanced 
plate  lunch.  Because  of  increased  par- 
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cipation  throughout  the  country,  the 
national  average  reimbursement  per 
lunchis  just  over  4  cents. 

In  ’Minnesota,  where  51  out  of  every 
100  youngsters  enrolled  in  our  schools 
partake  of  the  lunch  at  school,  the  reim- 
bursemenXis  less  than  3  cents  per  lunch. 
You  can  readily  see  what  this  means, 
particularly  na  the  face  of  higher  labor, 
food,  equipment,  and  other  operating 
costs. 

Since  the  real  Objective  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  to  serve  a\nutritionally  sound 
lunch  at  a  price  within  the  ability  of  the 
average  wage  earner  t\pay,  it  is  becom¬ 
ing  increasingly  difficult'tn  break  even  in 
such  areas  as  MinnesotaX  The  formula 
proposed  in  this  amending  legislation 
today  will  go  a  long  way  toward  a  more 
equitable  distribution  of  funds  to  the 
States  where  the  students  actually  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  program.  '  X. 

In  so  many  of  our  aid  programs\for- 
eign  and  domestic,  we  in  the  Congress 
voice  our  concern  over  appropriate 
moneys  that  are  either  wasted  or  are  not), 
used  properly  by  the  recipients.  Today 
we  have  a  real  opportunity  to  correct  the 
inequities  of  one  domestic  program. 
Perhaps  the  world  will  be  watching,  and 
will  take  note. 


COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  Tuesday,  June  12,  to  file  a  report 
on  the  bill  H.R.  11970,  the  Trade  Exten¬ 
sion  Act  of  1962,  including  minority 
views. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  OLD  AND  THE  SICK 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute,  to  reyise  and  extend  his  remarks, 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  “A  program 
of  Government-sponsored  health  insur¬ 
ance,  for  the  aged  or  any  other  part  di 
society,  is  quite  within  the  proper  role 
of  Government  and  in  fact  answeips  the 
plain  demands  of  social  justice.” 

In  these  calm  and  reasoned  words,  the 
lead  editorial  of  the  Pilot,  official  organ 
of  the  archdiocese  of  Boston/ dated  May 
26,  1962,  discusses  the  broad  outlines  of 
national  health  insurance/along  the  lines 
suggested  by  the  administration. 

The  Pilot  dismisses/as  groundless  the 
fears  expressed  by  /  minority  that  the 
pioneering  legislat/m  proposed  is  a  kind 
of  halfway  house/on  the  way  to  socialism. 

Public  debate' on  this  issue  will  dispel 
misunderstandings  as  to  the  purpose,  the 
coverage,  ana  the  functioning  of  a  health 
insurance program. 

The  Pilot,  in  general  terms,  endorses 
medicare  as  a  part  of  the  social  security 
program.  The  editorial  goes  on  to  state : 

ie  warning  should  be  made  in  connec- 
tiph  with  it,  however.  We  must  not  spend 
efforts  trying  to  write  a  perfect  bill  or 
'we  will  have  no  bill  at  all.  It  will  be  pos¬ 


sible  to  amend  and  adjust  the  provisions 
>f  any  bill  at  a  later  time  and  meanwhile 
ts  benefits  can  be  applied  to  those  in  need. 

Some  form  of  health  insurance  legis- 
ation  for  the  aged  is  inevitable. 

The  Pilot  urges  the  Congress  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  it  in  1962.  The  editorial  in  its 
entirety  follows : 

The  Old  and  the  Sick 
The  President  has  placed  his  full  support 
behind  a  program  for  medical  care  of  the 
aged  and  he  plainly  intends  to  get  some  fa¬ 
vorable  action  out  of  the  Congress  during  this 
session  if  possible.  At  the  same  time  he  has 
stirred  up  vocal  opposition  in  some  quar¬ 
ters,  notably  among  some  physicians  and  in 
the  American  Medical  Association. 

Most  Americans  will  find  it  difficult  to 
understand  all  of  the  technical  aspects  of 
the  King-Anderson  bill  or  any  other  one 
proposed  for  enactment.  In  simple  truth, 
only  the  experts  can  draw  up  and  administer 
a  program  as  large  as  this  one,  building  into 
it  in  the  process  those  factors  which  will 
make  it  work  effectively  and  those  safe¬ 
guards  which  will  protect  it  from  exploita¬ 
tion.  The  man  in  the  street  should  not  feel 
badly  if  the  complexities  of  a  national  health 
^insurance  plan  are  beyond  him;  they  make 
le  going  difficult  even  for  the  legislators 
who  must  vote  on  them.  Certainly,  editors 
anXmonprofessionals  generally,  can  do  very 
littlXbut  comment  on  the  wide  pict \yce  as 
they  discern  it. 

For  our  part  we  would  like  to  endorse  some 
plan  of  medical  care  for  the  aged/and  leave 
it  to  the  experts  to  work  out  -the  details. 
Furthermore^ and  still  in  general  terms,  we 
would  like  to 'endorse  some  plan  along  the 
social  security  \ine  which  /eems  to  us  to 
have  demonstrated  its  effectiveness  already. 
More  than  this,  we  thi/fk  that  something 
should  be  done  prompt/?  and  not  postponed 
until  all  the  argument  on  one  side  and  the 
other  can  be  reduced  to  harmony.  Elderly 
people  in  our  country  are  not  receiving  the 
medical  attention  they  deserve,  and  they 
cannot  afford  to  wait  any  longer.  Finally, 
we  believe  that  the  Government  program, 
whatever  it  As,  should  retain  private  choice 
of  physician  and  hospital  and  should  com¬ 
plement  Voluntary  health  plans,  nqt  replace 
them. 

What  of  the  opposition?  Surely  the^several 
physicians  who  have  spoken  against  the  bill 
ar</ not  either  cruel  or  stupid,  nor  can  they 
considered  misinformed.  Perhaps  me 
>asic  difference  here  is  one  of  philosophy 
more  than  anything  else  and  the  fear  that' 
legislation  of  this  sort  is  a  kind  of  half-way- 
house  on  the  way  to  socialism.  As  we  see  it, 
this  is  miles  away  from  the  present  set  of 
facts,  and  the  fears  are  groundless.  A  pro¬ 
gram  of  Government-sponsored  health  in¬ 
surance  for  the  aged  or  any  other  part  of 
society,  is  quite  within  the  proper  role  of 
Government  and  in  fact  answers  the  plain 
demands  of  social  justice.  What  has  been 
proposed  does  not  suggest  that  Government 
take  over  medical  care  or  institutions;  these 
remain  private  as  formerly,  only  the  payment 
is  arranged  by  the  health  insurance  program. 

The  dispute  which  has  occupied  the  front 
pages  of  our  papers  is  essentially  helpful  and 
we  hope  that  it  will  continue.  One  warning 
should  be  made  in  connection  with  it  how¬ 
ever.  We  must  not  spend  our  efforts  trying 
to  write  a  perfect  bill  or  we  will  have  no 
bill  at  all.  It  will  be  possible  to  amend  and 
adjust  the  provisions  of  any  bill  at  a  later 
time  and  meanwhile  its  benefits  can  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  those  in  need.  The  Congress  can- 
pass  a  reasonably  good  bill  following  the 
general  lines  we  have  spoken  of  and,  at  a 
future  time,  refine  what  aspects  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  seem  faulty  or  inequitable.  Medical 
care  for  the  indigent  aged  we  must  have, 
and  the  time  to  get  it  is  now. 


THE  ANCIENT  ORDER  OF  HIBER-. 

NIANS  FIGHTS  COMMUNISM  WIT* 

FAITH  AND  FACTS 

• 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  giveiyfrer- 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  incjude  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Ancient 
Order  of  Hibernians  is  aleut  and  vigor¬ 
ous  in  its  opposition  to  communism,  it 
realizes  that  we  must  know  the  nature 
of  the  enemy;  its  objectives  and  its  devi¬ 
ous  methods;  to  unmask,  repudiate,  and 
defeat  this  conspiracy  against  God  and 
against  mankind/ 

With  effective/eaUsm,  the  Ancient  Or¬ 
der  of  Hibernians  is  keeping  its  members 
informed  as  to  the  meaning  and  the  dan¬ 
gers  of  communism. 

As  an  example  of  its  patriotic  service 
to  the  /(use  of  freedom,  I  bring  you  its 
indictment  of  communism,  and  its  call 
for  cmitinuing  vigilance  and  expanding- 
knowledge  to  combat  the  insidious  tech¬ 
niques  of  conquest  employed  by  the  Reds 
their  campaign  to  undermine  the  free 
r  world. 

It  was  prepared  by  John  P.  Ryan, 
chairman  of  Catholic  Action  for  the  Na¬ 
tional  Board,  Ancient  Order  of  Hiberni¬ 
ans  in  America,  and  distributed  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Ancient  Order  of  Hibernians 
throughout  the  Nation: 

Pope  Plus  XI  said  we  should  study  and 
inform  ourselves  on  communism.  This  is  a 
challenge  to  all  Americans  of  every  faith. 
We  should  know  how  this  insidious  organ¬ 
ization  works. 

In  1903  Lenin  took  Marx’s  ideas  and  estab¬ 
lished  the  Communist  Party  with  only  17 
supporters,  but  in  1917  this  organization 
with  only  40,000  trained  agents  took  over 
all  of  Russia.  Since  that  time  this  criminal 
conspiracy  has  enslaved  over  1  billion  human 
beings. 

Americans  and  America  have  not  grasped 
the  fact  that  this  is  a  total  war  with  these 
people.  The  indifference  and  ignorance  of 
the  tactics,  strategy,  and  objectives  of  the 
Communists  is  their  greatest  asset. 

They  have  instigated  civil  wars  in  almost 
every  country  they  have  taken  over  and  in 
the  others  they  used  infiltration  and  then 
coalition  governments.  Each  of  these  na¬ 
tions  had  armies,  however  the  armies  fought 
veach  other  or  were  infiltrated  or  agitated  so 
that  the  Communists  took  over  their  coun¬ 
ties  without  using  their  armies. 

enin’s  plan  has  been  summarized  as  fol- 
lowX,  “First  we  shall  take  eastern  Europe; 
then  the  masses  of  Asia,  finally  we  shall  en¬ 
circle  that  last  bastion  of  capitalism,  the 
United  States  of  America.  We  shall  not  have 
to  attack.  \lt  will  fall  like  an  overripe  fruit 
into  our  hands.” 

As  to  this  blueprint  it  is  working.  East¬ 
ern  Europe  anX  Asia  have  fallen.  The  pro¬ 
posed  encirclement  has  started  with  Cuba — 
90  miles  from  Xthe  Florida  coast.  All 
through  South  America  the  Communist 
Party  has  a  good  fastNaold  and  we  Americans 
stand  by,  giving  concessions  here  and  there 
and  pouring  our  money  into  countries  which 
are  dominated  and  controlled  by  pro-Com- 
munist  governments. 

J.  Edgar  Hoover  has  attempted  in  nu¬ 
merous  articles  and  speecheXto  alert  the 
people  of  this  country  to  theXmethods  of 
this  organization.  He  stated  4  months  ago 
that  there  were  some  200  known  or  suspected 
Communist  front  and  Communist  infiltrated 
organizations  under  investigation  iX  the 
FBI.  He  said  "They  have  infiltrated  every 
sphere  of  activity,  youth  groups,  radio,  tXe- 
vision,  motion  pictures,  churches,  school 
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lghway  right-of-way  purchasing  agents, 
these  verbal  concessions  were  a  major 
fal|J.or  In  obtaining  additional  private  prop- 
for  highway  purposes  without  resorting 
to  condemnation  proceedings,  thereby  saving 
the  Michigan  State  Highway  Department 
thousands  of  dollars  in  legal  and  purchasing 
expenses  lor  additional  land  obtained  from 
private  property  owners;  and 
Whereas  oHe  of  our  largest  businesses  in 
Michigan  is  t\e  tourist  business  and  to  a 
great  extent  it  ikfounded  upon  the  principle 
of  taking  care  orvthe  motoring  public  who 
need  and  use  such  advertising  signs  as  a 
guide  to  places  to  sl^p,  eat  and  to  visit;  and 
Whereas  the  removal  of  such  signs  will 
deal  the  tourist  industrVof  Michigan  a  stag¬ 
gering  blow,  which  wilK  cause  an  untold 
amount  of  confusion,  as  Nvell  as  requiring 
the  expenditure  of  a  great  a^al  of  money  in 
removing  the  signs,  which,  ^n  many  in¬ 
stances,  because  of  the  peculiak  location  of 
the  businesses  involved,  cannot  relocate  their 
signs  to  an  advantage:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  That  the  senate  request  that  a 
revision  or  an  amendment  be  made\n  the 
Federal  law  upon  recommendation  oK  the 
Michigan  Highway  Department  to  eliminate 
the  need  for  removal  of  such  signs;  and  be\t 
further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted,  to  the  Michigan  State  Highway 
Commission,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  and  to  each  member  of  the  Michigan 
delegation  to  the  U.S.  Congress. 

Adopted  by  the  senate,  May  22,  1962. 

Beryl  I.  Kenyon, 
Secretary  of  the  Senate. 

House  Resolution  104 
Resolution  requesting  the  State  Highway 
Department  to  reexamine  its  sign  removal 
policies 

Whereas  the  Michigan  State  Highway  De¬ 
partment,  acting  pursuant  to  the  authority 
of  Act  No.  108  of  the  Public  Acts  of  1955,  as 
amended,  has  been  informing  all  businesses 
having  frontage  on  State  trunkline  highways 
and  advertising  signs  placed  on  State  high¬ 
way  rights-of-way  to  remove  the  same;  and 
Whereas  the  State  highway  department, 
in  its  directive,  has  stated  that  the  U.S.  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Public  Roads  has  issued  a  directive 
to  all  States,  requiring  all  signs  to  be  re¬ 
moved  from  any  highway  right-of-way  wher¬ 
ever  any  Federal  funds  have  been  used  in 
the  building  or  maintaining  of  such  State 
highways;  and 

Whereas  in  innumerable  cases,  businesses/ 
along  the  Michigan  highways  have  been  buU 
on  the  principle  of  advertising  and  in  many 
cases  have  secured  previous  permission /om 
the  State  highway  department  to  erec/ such 
advertising  signs  of  the  State  highway 
rights-of-way  at  a  considerable  e/ense  to 
the  said  business  owners;  and 
Whereas  one  of  the  largest  businesses  of 
the  State — the  tourist  busines/-is  to  a  great 
extent  founded  upon  the  principle  of  cater¬ 
ing  to  the  motoring  publi/ whose  use  such 
advertising  signs  as  guide/ to  places  to  visit, 
to  eat  and  to  sleep;  and 
Whereas  the  removed  of  such  signs  will 
deal  the  tourist  indu/ry  of  Michigan  a  stag¬ 
gering  blow,  whic/  will  cause  an  untold 
amount  of  confusion,  as  well  as  requiring 
the  expenditure/f  a  great  deal  of  money  in 
removing  the /signs,  which,  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  beef/se  of  the  peculiar  location  of 
the  busines/s  involved,  cannot  relocate  their 
signs  to  /  advantage;  and 

Whereas  while  it  seems  to  be  true  that 
the  F/leral  directives  appear  to  indicate 
that /allure  to  follow  the  Federal  directive 
on  /ign  removal  might  result  in  a  curtail- 
it  of  Federal  aid  to  State  highway  pro- 
frams,  nevertheless  this  policy  has  not 
^definitely  been  decided,  and,  further,  it 
should  be  pointed  out  that  the  moneys  be¬ 


ing  spent  on  the  Federal  highway  programs 
are  moneys  collected  from  the  motoring 
public  itself,  and  that  if  they  find  roadside 
signs  of  convenience,  then,  perhaps,  the  en¬ 
tire  Federal  and  State  policy  regarding  their 
removal  should  be  reexamined:  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  house  of  representatives, 
That  the  legislature  request  the  Michigan 
State  Highway  Department  to  reexamine  its 
directives  concerning  the  removal  of  signs 
from  the  State  highway  rights-of-way;  and 
be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
transmitted  to  the  Michigan  State  Highway 
Commission,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  and  to  each  member  of  the  Michigan 
delegation  to  the  U.S.  Congress. 

Adopted  by  the  house  May  15,  1962. 

Norman  E.  Philleo, 

Cleric  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 


POLITICS  FIRST  IN  FHA 

(Mr.  MacGREGOR  (at  the  request  of 
Mrs.  Weis)  was  granted  permission  to 
extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  MacGREGOR.  Mr.  Speaker, 
lighly  political  move  by  the  pres/it 
politics  first”  administration  has  b/k- 
fh\d  and  the  people  of  Minnesota  ajre  the 
loseiss.  The  resignation  of  Wallace  E. 
Bergxrf  St.  Louis  Park,  Mirny' an  ex¬ 
tremely,  competent  and  dedi/ted  Fed¬ 
eral  Housing  Administrate/  has  been 
forced  by Washington  Democrats  in  an¬ 
nouncing  Burg’s  impend/g  transfer  out 
of  Minnesota\  His  resignation  yesterday 
to  become  an\officer/of  Farmers  and 
Mechanics  Bank\n  /inneapolis  resulted 
directly  from  theyeffort  to  ‘‘kick  him 
upstairs.” 

Since  May  1/  I  h\ve  received  many 
letters  from  leading  Minneapolis  area 
professional  .people  urging  Berg’s  reten¬ 
tion  in  thy  Minnesota  joV  These  let¬ 
ters  have/ome  from  suburban  Hennepin 
munici/l  officials,  producers  of  FHA 
loans, /he  Minneapolis  BoardNof  Real¬ 
tors/and  the  Minnesota  Association  of 
Realtors.  It  is  reported  that  Berg  was 
fpreed  out  of  Minnesota  to  create 
fitical  opening  for  a  recently  defea\d 
DFL  candidate.  It  is  bad  enough  to  ac 
to  the  Washington  bureaucracy  by  ere-'' 
ating  new  jobs  for  most  defeated  Demo¬ 
crats,  but  it  is  certainly  worse  to  force 
good  men  out  of  Federal  service  to  pro¬ 
vide  slots  for  those  Democrats  rejected 
by  the  voters.  On  May  16,  I  protested 
to  the  head  of  the  FHA  in  Washington 
about  Berg’s  transfer  and  was  told 
“staffing  requirements  necessitate  the 
utilization  of  Berg’s  talents  at  the  na¬ 
tional  level.”  This  is  pure  politico- 
bureaucratic  toe  dancing  designed  to 
cover  up  the  real  purposes  for  easing 
Berg  out  of  Federal  service.  Democratic 
officials  in  Washington  are  well  aware 
that  he  had  had  earlier  offers  to  go  to 
Washington  under  far  better  terms  than 
those  handed  him  last  month. 


HELP  WANTED:  BUSINESS  RELO¬ 
CATION  ASSISTANCE 

(Mr.  KOWALSKI  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Edmondson)  ,  .was  given  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in 
the  Record  and  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 


Mr.  KOWALSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  $he 
plight  of  small  businessmen  in  the  path 
of  public  projects  is  a  matter  of  nr/ional 
concern.  / 

Many  small  businessmen  suffer  great 
personal  hardships  and  s eve/  financial 
losses,  and  receive  little  or  no  compensa¬ 
tion. 

While  limited  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  is  given  to  busin/es  forced  to  re¬ 
locate  by  urban  rene/al  programs,  it  is 
not  sufficient  to  coyer  actual  costs. 

No  relocation  payments  are  given  to 
businesses  evict/ by  highway  clearance 
programs  and  /any  other  public  proj¬ 
ects. 

In  my  o/  State,  Hartford  and  New 
Haven  firms  displaced  by  urban  renewal 
projects  Had  average  actual  expenses  of 
close  t/$9,000,  a  large  portion  of  which 
are  mst  covered  by  present  relocation 
payments. 

/enty-five  percent  of  these  firms  re¬ 
ceived  no  relocation  payments  at  all  al¬ 
though  they  were  eligible. 

A  nationwide  study  conducted  by  Wil¬ 
liam  N.  Kinnard  and  Zenon  S.  Malinow¬ 
ski  and  published  by  the  University  of 
Connecticut  showed  1  out  of  every  4 
businesses  displaced  by  urban  renewal 
projects  go  out  of  business  for  good. 

The  study  also  showed  only  one  firm 
in  a  hundred  succeeds  in  relocating  •  in 
the  project  area  when  it  is  completed. 

I  propose  a  minimum  three -point 
program  to  relieve  businessmen  of  the 
burden  of  forced  relocation. 

First,  the  Federal  Government  should 
pay  relocation  costs  to  all  businesses 
evicted  by  federally  assisted  public  proj¬ 
ects,  not  just  those  forced  out  by  urban 
renewal. 

Second,  relocation  payments  should 
cover  all  actual  costs,  including  moving 
expenses,  property  losses,  losses  result¬ 
ing  from  delay  in  property  acquisition, 
and  loss  of  business  good  will. 

Third,  the  Federal  Government  should 
provide  lease  guarantees  in  redevelop¬ 
ment  areas  and  shopping  centers  which 
are  now  almost  completely  beyond  the 
means  of  small  independent  merchants 
who  have  been  forced  to  relocate. 

This  three-point  program  could  do  a 
feat  deal  to  enable  the  small  business 
mSm  to  survive  and  share  in  the  renewed 
prosperity  of  his  community. 

I  intend  to  discuss  this  in  greater  detail 
in  the  qays  ahead. 

THE  SCHOOL  LUNCH:  FOOD  FOR 
THOUGHT  AND  FOOD  FOR 
HEALTH 

(Mr.  SANT  ANGELO  (at  the  request  of 
Mr.  Edmondson)  was  given  permission 
to  extend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  rise  to  support 
H.R.  11665,  a  bill  to  revise  the  formula 
for  appropriating  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act.  As  a  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  Subcommit¬ 
tee  of  Agriculture,  I  have  been  deeply 
concerned  with  the  operation  and  the 
financing  of  the  school  lunch  program 
throughout  the  United  States.  I  think 
one  of  my  most  important  contributions 
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to  the  work  of  the  Appropriations  Agri¬ 
culture  Subcommittee  has  been  my  deep 
interest  in  and  strong  support  for  the 
school  lunch  program  and  the  special 
milk  program. 

The  national  school  lunch  program 
represents  legislation  which  I  believe  by 
its  nature  and  intent  demands  flexibility 
in  order  to  meet  changing  school  needs. 
You  may  remember  that  initial  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  for  school  lunch  programs 
which  began  in  1933,  was  started  for 
three  major  reasons:  First,  to  supple¬ 
ment  relief  feeding  programs  of  the 
States  and  localities;  second,  to  provide 
relief  employment  for  the  unemployed; 
and  third,  to  assist  in  removing  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  from  the  mar¬ 
ket.  By  1946,  when  the  school  lunch 
program  became  permanent,  the  relief 
aspects  had  disappeared,  and  the  ob¬ 
jectives  were  broadened.  At  that  time 
school  lunch  became  an  accepted  pro¬ 
gram  which,  even  in  times  of  prosperity, 
had  two  very  important  objectives.  One 
objective  was  to  extend  the  market  for 
agricultural  food  commodities  by  first, 
providing  an  expanded  market  for  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  through  local  pur¬ 
chases  of  food  by  school  lunch  programs 
in  commercial  channels  of  trade;  second, 
serving  as  a  valuable  outlet  for  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  purchased  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  to  alleviate  local 
and  seasonal  surpluses;  third,  expanding 
the  outlet  for  highly  nutritious  foods, 
particularly  in  areas  of  nutritional  de- 
ficiences;  and  fourth,  introducing  a 
wider  variety  of  foods,  thus  creating  a 
demand  for  commodities  that  many 
housewives  would  not  otherwise  buy. 

The  second  and  perhaps  more  im¬ 
portant  objective  is  to  improve  the 
health  and  well-being  of  the  Nation’s 
children  by  providing  them  a  well-bal¬ 
anced  lunch  at  school  to  help  fill  their 
daily  nutritional  requirements,  and  by 
developing  proper  and  nutritionally 
beneficial  food  habits  which  will  con¬ 
tinue  in  later  life. 

Today,  the  national  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  furnishes  food  items  to  schools  by 
distributing  commodities  acquired  under 
the  stipulations  of  the  National  School 
Lunch  Act  through  State  distributing 
agencies.  Under  section  6,  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  commodities  are  pur¬ 
chased  on  the  basis  of  their  nutritional 
value  and  acceptability.  Under  section 
32  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
those  commodities  declared  as  surplus 
foods  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
are  purchased  for  donation  to  author¬ 
ized  outlets  including  all  eligible  school 
lunch  programs. 

Under  present  school  lunch  programs, 
the  average  cost  of  a  lunch  is  50  cents; 
11  cents  is  contributed  by  the  Federal 
Government,  12  cents  by  the  State  and 
local  subdivisions,  ahd  27  cents  by  the 
parents.  The  formula  for  apportion¬ 
ment  by  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
States  is  based  on  school  population 
without  regard  to  the  number  of  stu¬ 
dents  participating  in  school  lunches. 
Consequently,  some  States  where  student 
participation  is  higher  than  average  par¬ 
ticipation,  reimbursement  to  those 
schools  is  lower  than  average  reimburse¬ 
ment;  whereas,  in  some  States  where 


student  participation  in  type  A  lunches 
is  lower  than  average  participation,  re¬ 
imbursement  to  schools  in  those  States 
is  higher  than  average  reimbursement. 
This  is  so  because  the  sum  allotted  to  a 
State  is  a  fixed  sum  based  on  total  school 
population.  The  result  of  more  chil¬ 
dren  participating  in  the  program  is 
that  reimbursement  for  each  child  is 
less.  This  legislation  proposes  to  elimi¬ 
nate  that  inequity.  It  revises  the  for¬ 
mula  and  provides  that  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  among  the  States  be  on 
the  basis  of  the  number  of  students  par¬ 
ticipating  in  type  A  lunches  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year  multiplied  by  the  need  rate 
of  a  State. 

A  type  A  lunch  is  lunch  without  milk. 
A  type  B  lunch  is  lunch  with  milk.  A 
type  C  program  is  the  consumption  of 
milk  alone  without  food.  The  provisions 
of  this  bill  will  eliminate  the  unfairness 
in  those  States  where  participation  in 
type  A  lunch  is  higher  than  the  average 
participation  by  increasing  the  reim¬ 
bursement.  In  no  event  shall  the  State 
reimbursement  to  a  participating  school 
be  less  than  5  cents  per  meal  regardless 
of  the  wealth  of  a  particular  State  or  its 
nee'd  rate,  and  in  no  event  shall  the  re¬ 
imbursement  exceed  9  cents  per  meal. 

This  bill  proposes  to  distribute  one- 
half  of  the  funds  under  the  existing 
law  and  one-half  of  the  funds  under  the 
new  formula.  In  addition,  where  State 
statutes  prevent  the  State  agency  from 
disbursing  funds  to  private  schools,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized  to 
disburse  to  such  nonprofit  private 
school  that  portion  of  Federal  funds  for 
the  State  attributable  to  the  number  of 
children  participating  in  the  school 
lunch  program  in  the  private  schools. 
It  is  noteworthy  that  no  question  of 
constitutionality  is  raised  against  the 
practice  of  the  Federal  Government 
through  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
make  direct  payment  of  Federal  funds 
to  nonprofit  private  schools  whether 
they  be  parochial,  Hebrew,  protestant  or 
otherwise.  Contrast  this  attitude  with 
the  attitude  as  to  the  use  of  Federal 
funds  to  private  schools  in  connection 
with  aid  to  education.  No  difference  in 
principle  exists.  Each  of  the  two  pro¬ 
grams,  Federal  contributions  to  school 
lunch  or  Federal  aid  to  education,  has 
an  observable  objective  or  an  observable 
end  other  than  the  establishment  of  re¬ 
ligion.  In  one  instance,  the  objective  is 
the  mental  health  ,  of  the  children  and 
the  other  instance,  it  is  the  physical 
health  of  our  children. 

The  improvement  in  physical  health  is 
brought  about  by  the  use  of  better  foods 
while  at  the  same  time  distributing 
agricultural  surpluses.  This  lack  of 
objection  to  the  use  of  Federal  funds 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools 
is  proof  positive  that  no  valid  constitu¬ 
tional  objection  exists  in  providing 
Federal  aid  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
where  all  schools  and  schoolchildren  are 
treated  equally. 

Since  1958,  when  I  became  a  member 
of  the  Agricultural  Subcommittee,  the 
number  of  school  enrollments  in  school 
lunch  programs,  the  number  of  schools 
and  children  participating,  and  the  num¬ 
ber  of  meals  served  has  increased  greatly. 
As  a  result  of  my  efforts  on  the  Appro¬ 


priations  Agricultural  Subcommittee,  the 
amount  of  Federal  contributions  to  the 
school  lunch  program  has  increased 
greatly  despite  the  reluctance  of  the 
prior  administration  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  funds  to  take  care  of  the  increas¬ 
ing  school  population  and  school  partici¬ 
pation  in  school  lunch. 

The  national  school  lunch  program 
has  contributed  immeasurably  to  the 
health  and  welfare  of  the  Nation.  It 
has  had  a  most  beneficial  influence  on 
the  eating  habits  of  our  young  people. 
It  has  also  helped  to  encourage  the  finest 
use  of  various  food  surpluses.  The  spe¬ 
cial  milk  program  has  encouraged  the 
consumption  of  fluid'  milk  by  our  school- 
children. 

The  national  school  lunch  program 
and  the  special  milk  program  represent 
a  sizable  market  for  the  food  produced 
on  our  farms.  Total  Federal,  State,  and 
local  funds  expended  under  these  pro¬ 
grams  represent  a  significant  part  of  our 
annual  food  bill.  In  fiscal  year  1958,  a 
total  of  $874.5  million  was  spent  for 
these  purposes.  In  fiscal  year  1962,  the 
expenditures  for  food  in  these  programs 
are  expected  to  increase  to  $1,300  mil¬ 
lion. 

Since  1958  school  enrollment  has  in¬ 
creased  from  38.4  million  to  43.8  million, 
the  number  of  children  participating  in 
school  lunch  programs  has  increased 
from  11.5  million  to  14.4  million,  and  the 
number  of  meals  served  has  increased 
from  1.9  billion  to  2.4  billion.  Federal 
contributions  for  school  lunch  since  1958 
in  the  form  of  direct  appropriations  in 
cash  and  purchases  under  section  6  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  rose 
from  $100  million  to  $170  million.  In 
addition,  commodities  donated  by  the 
Federal  Government  from  purchases 
with  section  32  funds,  that  is,  from  a 
portion  of  our  customs  receipts  and  un¬ 
der  section  416,  rose  from  approximately 
$75  million  to  $111  million.  The  Federal 
expenditures  under  the  special  milk  pro¬ 
gram  rose  from  approximately  $65  mil¬ 
lion  to  $101  million. 

But  the  real  importance  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  is  not  in  the  statistics,  but  in  what 
they  have  meant  to  the  schoolchildren. 
The  almost  $380  million  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  for  school  lunches  and  milk 
represent  a  relatively  small  item  in  the 
total  Federal  budget  in  return  for  the 
real  value  of  the  program.  The  school 
lunch  and  special  milk  programs  will 
reduce  the  number  of  physically  unfit 
young  men.  During  World  War  II,  the 
number  of  rejections  for  the  military 
services  was  over  150,000  because  of  bad 
teeth,  vitamin  deficiency,  and  other 
health  defects.  Such  a  large  number  of 
4-F’s  was  ominous  and  a  warning.  Good 
nutrition  will  correct  those  deficiencies 
to  a  large  extent.  The  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures  represent  a  figure  of  vital  im¬ 
portance  to  the  millions  of  schoolchil¬ 
dren  who  for  no  charge  or  for  a  mini¬ 
mum  charge  may  receive  a  noonday 
meal,  which  is  not  only  appetizing  but 
nourishing.  Truly  our  school  lunches 
are  providing  food  for  thought  and  food 
for  health. 

In  1958  during  the  national  convention 
in  Philadelphia  of  the  American  Food 
Service  Association  where  I  was  a 
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speaker,  I  heard  the  executive  secretary, 
Mr.  Perryman,  deliver  a  memorable  ad¬ 
dress.  He  entitled  his  speech  “The 
ALSO  of  School  Lunch.”  Implicit  in 
that  speech  is  the  list  of  benefits  which 
are  obtained.  In  speaking  of  the  con¬ 
tributions  of  those  who  prepare  the  food, 
the  panelist  called  the  administrators, 
and  the  workers  in  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
gram,  the  ALSO  of  school  lunch. 

The  initials  meant: 

A — Architects  of  anatomy. 

L — Leaders  of  learning. 

S — Sources  of  survival. 

O — Operators  of  opinion. 

Thus,  we  see  that  school  lunches  de¬ 
velop  the  anatomy,  teach  children  what 
to  eat  by  providing  examples  of  nutri¬ 
tional  food,  prepare  for  survival  by  build¬ 
ing  stronger  bodies  and  provide  the  food 
requirements,  a  necessity  of  life,  so  that 
our  youth  need  not  be  diverted  from  the 
task  of  developing  their  minds  and  opin¬ 
ions  in  order  to  search  for  food. 

The  revised  formula  of  this  legislation 
improves  the  school  lunch  program,  ob¬ 
tains  maximum  utility  from  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  by  dividing  funds  on  the  basis 
of  students  participating  rather  than  on 
the  basis  of  school  population.  In  our 
desire  to  help  the  impoverished  people 
of  the  world,  we  must  not  forget  that 
charity  begins  at  home  with  our  chil¬ 
dren.  Let  us  provide  in  our  schools  not 
only  food  for  thought  but  also  food  for 
health.  I  trust  that  this  measure  will 


pass. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 


By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
address  the  House,  following  the  legisla¬ 
tive  program  and  any  special  orders 
heretofore  entered,  was  granted  to: 

Mr.  James  C.  Davis,  for  30  minutes  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  Ryan  of  New  York,  for  5  minutes, 
today. 

Mr.  Dingell  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Albert),  for  90  minutes,  today. 

Mr.  Scranton  (at  the  request  of  Mrs. 
Weis)  ,  for  15  minutes,  on  June  6. 

Mr.  Schwengel  (at  the  request  of  Mrs, 
Weis),  for  30  minutes,  on  June  6. 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri,  for  3  minxes, 
today. 

Mr.  Whitener  (at  the  request  At  Mr. 
Edmondson)  ,  for  1  hour,  tomorrow,  June 
6, 1962. 

Mr.  Hemphill  (at  the  reqdest  of  Mr. 
Edmondson)  ,  for  1  hour,  tqmorrow,  June 
6, 1962. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


1  to/ 


ent,  permission  to 
Appendix  of  the 
and  extend  remarks, 


the 


By  unanimous 
extend  remarks 
Record,  or  to 
was  granted 

Mr.  Lane  ill  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Walter  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter^ 

''Albert  and  to  include  an  address 
by  the  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States  given  today  at  the  commence¬ 
ment  exercises  of  the  National  Cathedral 
School  for  Girls. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Albert)  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 


Mr.  Baker  and  include  a  speech. 

(The  following  Members  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mrs.  Weis)  and  to  include  extra¬ 
neous  matter:) 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  Becker  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Barry  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  King  of  New  York  in  five 
instances. 

Mr.  Derounian  in  12  instances. 

Mr.  Broomfield  in  five  instances. 

Mr.  Morse. 

Mr.  Ray  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Van  Zandt  in  seven  instances. 

Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Scranton. 

Mr.  Saylor  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  Mathias. 

Mrs.  St.  George. 

Mr.  Younger. 

Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana  in  two  in¬ 
stances. 

Mr.  Schwengel  in  three  instances, 
notwithstanding  one  exceeds  the  limit 
and  is  estimated  by  the  Public  Printer 
to  cost  $225. 

Mr.  Pillion. 

tMr.  Goodling  in  two  instances. 

(r.  Harrison  of  Wyoming. 

L  Shriver. 

Mi’Ngubser. 

Mr.  Chamberlain  in  six  instances. 

Mr.  CupTis  of  Missouri  ipr  three  in¬ 
stances. 

(The  following  MembeyS  (at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  Mr.  Edmondson/  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter : ) 

Mr.  McCormac 

Mr.  Dingell  in\*('o  instances. 

Mr.  Keogh. 

Mr.  Baring. 

Mr.  Celler., 

Mr.  Zelei 

Mr.  Anfu^o  in  two  instahees. 

Mr.  Gilbert  in  three  instances, 

Mr.  Multer  in  three  instances. 

Mr.  ICowalski. 

Mi/Blatnik. 

:.  Monagan  in  two  instances, 

\  Toll. 

Mr.  Reuss. 

Mr.  Edmondson. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  JOINT  RESO¬ 
LUTION  SIGNED 


The  SPEAKER  announced  his  signa¬ 
ture  to  an  enrolled  joint  resolution  of 
the  Senate  of  the  following  title: 

S.J.  Res.  88.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  issuance  of  a  gold  medal  to  Bob  Hope. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accordingly 
(at  4  o’clock  and  58  minutes  p.m.)  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow, 
Wednesday,  June  6,  1962,  at  12  o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  execu¬ 
tive  communications  were  taken  from 
the  Speaker’s  table  and  refeiTed  as 
follows : 

2143.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 


report  on  the  review  of  the  military  assist¬ 
ance  program  (MAP)  for  Turkey,  as  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Joint  U.S.  Military  Mission 
for  Aid  to  Turkey  ( JUSMMAT) ;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations.  / 

2144.  A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 

eral  of  the  United  States,  transmitting  a 
report  on  the  review  of  supply, "management 
of  selected  weapon  system  components  and 
spare  parts  in  the  Departmpht  of  the  Navy; 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions.  / 

2145.  A  letter  fron i/ the  Administrator. 
Housing  and  Home  Hfnance  Agency,  trans¬ 
mitting  a  report  onr  a  violation  of  section 
3679  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
relating  to  an  overobligation  of  an  allot¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  project  IND-17-6, 
Indianapolis,  Ind.;  to  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations/ 

2146.  A  Letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  transmitting  the  59th  quarterly  re¬ 
port  c</fering  the  first  quarter  1962,  pursu¬ 
ant  to'  the  Export  Control  Act  of  1949;  to 
the  (committee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

9147.  A  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  transmitting  the  sixth  annual  report 
/Of  operations  conducted  by  or  under  contract 
with  the  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  encourage 
the  distribution  of  domestically  produced 
fishery  products  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1960,  pursuant  to  70  Stat.  1119;  to 
the  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries. 


2148.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner,  Im¬ 
migration  and  Naturalization  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Justice,  transmitting  copies 
of  orders  suspending  deportation  as  well  as 
a  list  of  the  persons  involved,  pursuant  to 
the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  of  1952; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

2149.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner,  Im¬ 
migration  and  Naturalization  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Justice,  transmitting  copies  of 
orders  suspending  deportation  as  well  as  a 
list  of  the  persons  involved,  pursuant  to  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  of  1952; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

2150.  A  letter  from  the  Commissioner,  Im¬ 
migration  and  Naturalization  Service,  U.S. 
Department  of  Justice,  transmitting  a  copy 
of  the  order  suspending  deportation  in  the 
case  of  Carmela  Caraccia,  A8789066,  pursuant 
to  the  Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  of 
1952;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

2151.  A  letter  from  the  Attorney  General, 
transmitting  a  report  relating  to  the  review 
of  voluntary  agreements  and  programs,  pur1 
guant  to  section  708(e)  of  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
motion  Act  of  1950,  as  amended;  to  the 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 


REPORTS  of  committees  on  pub¬ 
lic  Vills  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  pursuant 
to  the  ordek  of  the  House  of  April  19, 
1962  the  following  minority  views  were 
filed  on  June  5X962 : 


Mr.  CURTIS  of ’''Missouri:  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means.  FSut  2,  minority  views  on 
H.R.  8846.  A  bill  tdv  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  'with  respect  to  the 
taxation  of  distributionXpf  stock  and  dis¬ 
positions  of  property  mkde  pursuant  to 
orders  enforcing  the  antitrust,laws  (Rept.  No. 
1605).  Referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union. 


[Submitted  June  5, 1962 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  th6v  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  WILLIS:  Committee  on  the  JudiciaW. 
H.R.  11017.  A  bill  to  amend  section  428l\ 
title  18.  of  the  United  States  Code  to  increase  \ 
from  $30  to  $100  the  amount  of  gratuity  \ 
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iich  may  be  furnished  by  the  Attorney 
General  to  prisoners  discharged  from  im¬ 
prisonment  or  released  on  parole;  without 
amendment  (Rept.  No.  1757).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  Ne  Union. 

Mr.  WILMS:  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
H.R.  11793 A.  A  bill  to  provide  criminal 
penalties  forv  trafficking  in  phonograph 
records  bearing\forged  or  counterfeit  labels; 
without  amendment  (Rept.  No.  1758) .  Re¬ 
ferred  to  the  HousesCalendar. 

Mr  DELANEY:  Commitee  on  Rules.  House 
Resolution  675.  Resolution  for  consideration 
of  H  R.  11879.  A  bill  t\provide  a  1-year  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  existing  corporate  normal -tax 
rate  and  of  certain  exciseXtax  rates,  and  for 
other  purposes;  without  amendment  (Rept. 
No.  1759).  Referred  to  the  Hpuse  Calendar. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 


Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXIIK  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduce^  and 
severally  referred  as  follows; 

By  Mr.  MILLS: 

H.R.  11990.  A  bill  to  provide  for  a  tempi? 
rary  increase  in  the  public  debt  limit  setN 
forth  in  section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty 
Bond  Act;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

H.R.  11991.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  with  respect  to  the 
taxation  of  life  insurance  companies;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  BATTIN: 

H.R.  11992.  A  bill  to  amend  chapter  29  of 
title  18,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
publication  or  distribution  of  printed  politi¬ 
cal  material;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  BETTS: 

H.R.  11993.  A  bill  to  provide  full  indemni¬ 
ties  for  sheep  slaughtered  in  connection  with 
the  scrapie  slaughter  program;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

By  Mr.  BLATNIK: 

H.R.  11994.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act  by  creating  a 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Adminis¬ 
tration  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin : 

H.R.  11995.  A  bill  to  authorize  redetermi¬ 
nation  under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement 
Act  of  annuities  of  certain  reemployed  an¬ 
nuitants;  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service. 

.  By  Mr.  CELLER: 

H.R.  11996.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of/ 
January  30,  1913,  to  provide  that  the  Amer 
can  Hospital  of  Paris  shall  have  perpetual 
succession;  to  the  Committee  on  /the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  CORBETT: 

H.R.  11997.  A  bill  to  define  the  term 
■“child”  for  lump-sum  payment/  purposes 
under  the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act;  to 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  n/cl  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice. 

H.R.  11998.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  mail  by  aircraft  upon  star 
routes  within  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico;  to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service. 


H.R.  11999.  A  bilVto  repeal  section  25  of 
title  13,  United  States  Code,  relating  to  the 
duties  of  supervisors,  enumerators,  and  other 
employees  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce;  to  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 


H.R.  12000.  A  bill  to  amend  section  131  of 
title  13, /United  States  Code,  so  as  to  provide 
for  taking  of  the  economic  censuses  1  year 
earlier  starting  in  1968;  to  the  Committee 
on  post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  JAMES  C.  DAVIS: 

H.R.  12001.  A  bill  to  permit  the  retirement 
''of  employees  under  the  Civil  Service  Retire¬ 
ment  Act  with  full  annuities  on  completion 
of  30  years  of  service,  and  for  other  purposes; 


to  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 

Service. 

By  Mr.  DINGELL: 

H.R.  12002.  A  bill  to  amend  title  13  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  for  the  collec¬ 
tion  of  certain  information  with  respect  to 
the  medical  profession;  to  the  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  GIAIMO: 

H.R.  12003.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Administrator  to  pro¬ 
vide  additional  assistance  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  comprehensive  and  coordinated  mass 
transportation  systems  in  metropolitan  and 
other  urban  areas,  and  for  other  purposes; 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency. 

By  Mr.  LINDSAY: 

H.R.  12004.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to 
make  grants  to  the  States  to  assist  in  the 
provision  of  facilities  and  services  for  the 
day  care  of  children;  to  the  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor. 

By  Mr.  MCDONOUGH: 

H.R.  12005.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency'to  assist  States,  counties,  cities,  and 
political  subdivisions  of  States,  and  public 
and  private  corporations  established  under 
‘  State  law,  in  providing  improved  mass  trans-> 
phrtation  services  in  metropolitan  areas; 
th\committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  v 
By  Mr.  MERROW: 

H:R\i2006.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Library 
ServiceXAct  in  order  to  make  areas  lacking 
public  libraries  or  with  inadequate  public 
libraries,  public  elementary  and  /Secondary 
school  libraries,  and  certain  college  and  uni¬ 
versity  libraries,  eligible  for  1/nefits  under 
that  act,  and  foG other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Education  and  L/or. 

By  Mr.  CLEM.  MILL! 

H.R.  12007.  A  bill\to  Mhend  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Ac\/r  1933,  as  amended, 
and  as  reenacted  and/anended  by  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  /gretoient  Act  of  1937, 
as  amended;  to  ti/  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture. 

By  Mr.  Mjl/LIKEN: 

H.R.  12008.  K  bill  to  incorporate  the  Navy 
Mothers’  Clubs  of  America;  to  th\Committee 
on  the  Judiciary. 

Bv/Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE: 

H.R.  12009.  A  bill  to  permit  the  filhig,  be" 
fore  tile  use  of  a  trademark  in  commerce, 
of  air  application  for  the  registration  of  such 
trademark,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  tije 
Immittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mrs.  SULLIVAN: 

H.R.  12010.  A  bill  to  regulate  archeological 
exploration  in  the  Canal  Zone;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries. 

By  Mr.  HARRIS: 

H.R.  12011.  A  bill  to  amend  section  14  of 
the  Natural  Gas  Act;  to  the  Committee  on 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

By  Mr.  REUSS: 

H.R.  12012.  A  bill  to  grant  the  American 
Hospital  of  Paris  perpetual  succession;  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  SHELLEY: 

H.R.  12013.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  special  nonquota  immigrant  visas  to 
certain  aliens  residing  in  Hong  Kong  who  are 
relatives  of  U.S.  citizens  or  permanent  resi¬ 
dent  aliens;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Jii- 
diclary. 

By  Mr.  BATTIN: 

H.J.  Res.  725.  Joint  resolution  to  request 
the  President  to  proclaim  June  1  to  June  14 
each  year  as  “New  Glory  for  Old  Glory  Time”; 
to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  CUNNINGHAM: 

H.J.  Res.  726.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
the  President  to  proclaim  May  15  of  each  year 
as  Peace  Officers  Memorial  Day  and  the  cal¬ 
endar  week  of  each  year  during  which  such 
May  15  occurs  as  Police  Week;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  JAMES  C.  DAVIS: 

H.J.  Res.  727.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
the  President  to  proclaim  May  15  of  each 


year  as  Peace  Officers  Memorial  Day  and'  ths 
calendar  week  of  each  year  during  which  su/m 
May  15  occurs  as  Police  Week;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary.  ' 

By  Mr.  GEORGE  P.  MILLER : . 

H.J.  Res.  728.  Joint  resolution  to  authorize 
the  President  to  proclaim  May  ys  of  each 
year  as  Peace  Officers  Memorial  Day  and  the 
calendar  week  of  each  year  daring  which 
such  May  15  occurs  as  Polic/week;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary./ 

By  Mr.  HARRIS: 

H.J.  Res.  729.  Joint  res/ution  to  suspend 
for  the  1964  campaign  tile  equal  opportunity 
requirements  of  section  315  of  the  Commu¬ 
nications  Act  of  1934  for  nominees  for  the 
Offices  of  Presidenjr  and  Vice  President;  to 
the  Committee  pn  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  BRAY: 

H.  Res.  673/Resolution  expressing  the  sense 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect 
to  non -Federal  installation  of  electric  gen¬ 
erating  facilities  at  Hanford,  Wash;  to  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy. 

'By  Mr .  STAGGERS : 
les.  674.  Resolution  expressing  the  sense 
o/the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect 
non-Federal  installation  of  electric  gen- 
'erating  facilities  at  Hanford,  Wash.;  to  the 
Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy. 


PRIVATE  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 


Under  clause  1  of  rule  XXII,  private 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 


By  Mr.  CELLER: 

H.R.  12014.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Corsig- 
nana  Dalbis  and  Marissa  Dalbis;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

H.R.  12015.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Ora  Dre- 
lewicz;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  CONTE: 

H.R.  12016.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Beverly 
Helen  (Smith)  Bowers;  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  DONOHUE: 

H.R.  12017.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Joyce  E. 
Millette  Clements;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  KOWALSKI: 

H.R.  12018,  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Capt. 
Henry  F.  Baker;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  LANE  (by  request)  : 

H.R.  12019.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Branka 
Mardessich  and  Sonia  Silvani;  to  the  Com- 
,  mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  MOORE: 

[.R.  12020.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  John 
RocK^a;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 
.By  Mr.  MOSS: 

H.R/S12021.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  M. 
Orta  Wooden;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mk  ROSTENKOWSKI: 

H.R.  12022. 'A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Jan  and 
Anna  Smal  (nbe  Dworzanski);  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  SISK: 

H.R.  12023.  A  billVto  provide  for  the  rein¬ 
statement  and  validation  of  U.S.  oil  and  gas 
lease  Sacramento  037552-C,  and  for  other 
purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs. 


By  Mr.  WALTER: 

H.R.  12024.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Librande 
P.  Caltagirone;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  ZABLOCKI: 

H.R.  12025.  A  bill  for  the  relief  ol  George 
A.  Simmons;  to  the  Committee  on  th\  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  LANE  (by  request) : 

H.  Res.  676.  Resolution  providing  for  send¬ 
ing  the  bill  (H.R.  12019)  for  the  reUef 
Branka  Mardessich  and  Sonia  Silvani,  to- ' 
gether  with  accompanying  papers,  to  the 
Court  of  Claims;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  farm  bill.X  House  passed  school  lunc 

jcund  apportionment  bill.  Semite  debated  foreign  aid  bill.  Senate  committee  voted 
to  report  bill  to  permit  harvesting  hay  on  conservation \eserve  acreage. 


HOUSE 

1.  FAPM  PROGRAM^  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Committ^Granted  an 
open  rule/with  6  hours  of  debate,  waiving  points  of  order  against  the  bill  an 
committee  amendments  as  they  pertain  to  P.  L.  480,  on  H.  R.  11222\t  e  genera 


farm  hill.' 


Li.”  p.  D440  .  \nu  Povi 

Ref>.  Andersen,  Minn.,  defended  his  role  In  the  Estes  case,  saying, V*! „ 

And/rsen  has  never  done  anything  wrong  in  connection  with  the  Estes  afters. 

Myconscience  is  clear."  pp.  9062-6  ,  t  attempt 

Rep.  Beermann  charged  that  "the  Democrats  are  engaged  in  a  desperate  af«  P 

to  shift  the  blame  for  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  scandals  from  ‘  ^ 

the  Republicans  and  to  business."  He  further  said,  I  predlctmanymoreBUlXe 
Sol  Estes  scandals  if  the  administration's  farm  bill  Is  enacted.  p.  9 


2. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  By  a  vote  of  370  to  11,  passed  with  amendments  H.  R. 
11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  pp.  9061,  9066-8 


3. 


4. 


TEXTILES.  Several  Representatives  discussed  the  problems  of  the  domestic  tex¬ 
tile  industry,  especially  the  effect  of  foreign  competition  on  the  industry, 
pp.  9089-91,  9093-5 

Committee 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Ways  and  Means/'Jnet  in  executiv 
ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  H.  R,  11990,  to  provide  fot 
a  temporaryNAncrease  in  the  public  debt  limit  set  forth  in  section  21  of  the 
Second  LibertV  Bond  Act"  (p.  D440) .  The  Committee  was  grained  until  midnight 
Thurs.,  June  7,\to  file  a  report  on  this  bill  (p.  9061). 


PUBLIC  DEBT, 
session  a 


5.  TAXATION.  Passed  v^ithout  amendment  H.  R.  11879,  to  provide  a  1-year  extension 
of  the  existing  corporate  normal-tax  rate  and  of  certain  excise-tax  rates, 
pp.  9068-80 


6.  USER  CHARGES.  Received  f^om  the  Budget  Bureau  a  r'eport  of  the  activity  in  the  . 
executive  branch  during  fiscal  year  1961  to  further  the  Government's  user  ) 
charges  policy;  to  Appropriations  Committee  (0une  4). 


7.  PURCHASING.  Rep.  Halpern  diseased  H.  R.  10946,  to  amend  the  prevailing  wage 
section  of  the  Davis-Bacon  Act,  as  amended,  and  supported  this  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  pp.  9097-8 


8.  SURPLUS  FOOD.  Received  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  review  of  the  Administration 
of  the  public  assistance  programs  ^rfndNthe  surplus  food  distribution  program, 
Department  of  Public  Welfare,  District  bf  Columbia  government,  p.  9098 


9.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate^ and  Fore igri\Commerce  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  11643,  to  am^nd  sections  21b(c)  and  305(b)  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  relating  to  jme  establishment  o^  through  routes  and  joint  rates 
(H.  Rept.  1769).  p.  909* 


10.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Corndtittee  voted  to  report  with  ^ 
amendments  (but  did  plot  actually  report)  H.  R.  575,\to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to /Construct ,  operate,  and  maintain  otie  upper  division  of  the 
Baker  Federal  reclamation  project,  Oregon,  p.  D440 


11.  PERSONNEL.  The/ '"Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Rules  Commi'ktee  "Granted  an  open 
rule,  with  1/ftour  of  debate,  on  H.  R.  11677,  to  prohibit  discrimination  on 
account  of  sex  in  the  payment  of  wages  by  certain  employers. \  p.  D440 


SENATE 


12.  FOREIGN  AID.  Continued  debate  on  S.  2996,  the  proposed  Foreign  Assistance  Act 
of  >1)62.  pp.  9117,  9121-27,  9132-55 

Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Lausche,  57  to  24,  in  the  nature  of 'a  substi* 
lute  for  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Proxmire,  to  provide  that  no  assistance  shall 
be  furnished  under  this  Act  and  no  commodities  may  be  sold  or  given  undei 
Public  Law  480  to  any  country  known  to  be  dominated  by  communism  or  Marxist 
The  Proxmire  amendment  as  amended  by  the  Lausche  amendment  was  then  agreed 
by  a  voice  vote.  pp.  9117,  9121-27,  9132-42 
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ouse  of  Representatii 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clocKsnoon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Br&^kamp, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer 

Matthew  6:  33:  Seek  ye  first\the 
kingdom  of  God  and  His  righteousiw^s. 

Our  Creator  and  Benefactor,  grai 
that  we  may  be  equal  to  the  gigantic' 
task  of  rightly  comprehending  and  con¬ 
struing  this  exhortation  which  came 
from  the  lips  of  our  blessed  Lord. 

We  humbly  confess  that  fundamen¬ 
tally  and  basically  our  range  of  interest 
and  activity  in  the  spiritual  values  of 
life  is  often  so  limited  and  alien  to  the 
mind  of  the  Master  who  came  to  pro¬ 
claim  and  establish  the  kingdom  of  God. 

Our  own  hearts  condemn  us  for  we  so 
frequently  take  such  an  indifferent  and 
stoical  attitude  toward  this  mission 
which  He  felt  to  be  of  supreme  impor¬ 
tance. 

May  we  be  more  eager  and  zealous  in 
championing  the  cause  of  righteousness 
and  in  crushing  those  forces  of  iniquity 
which  are  scattering  their  power 
throughout  the  world  and  conspiring  to 
undermine  religion  and  the  church. 

Hear  us  for  the  sake  of  our  Lord  and 
Saviour.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 


The  Journal  of  the  proceedings 
day  was  read  and  approved. 


of  ves- 


Mr.  O'HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  morning  some  of  you  may 
have  received  a  letter  from  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Frelinghuy- 
sen]  with  respect  to  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  the  school  lunch  amendment 
with  instructions,  offered  at  the  clos/of 
legislative  business  yesterday. 

sT’he  gentleman  from  New  Jerse/  [Mr. 
Fr^linghuysen  ]  indicates  thair  unless 
the  inotion  to  recommit  is  adapted,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  wamd  be  able 
to  apportion  special  school  Junch  assist¬ 
ance  fumLs  among  the  States  at  his  ab¬ 
solute  discretion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  i/ not  the  case.  If 
you  have  any\doubt/ ibout  this  matter, 
I  ask  you  to  look /at  page  8991  of  the 
Record  of  yesterday.  My  amendment  to 
the  Frelinghuys/nNimendment  would  be 
eliminated  if  Jme  motion  to  recommit  is 
adopted.  I  /think  th\t  after  you  have 
read  the  Record  you  wiff  agree  that  my 
amendment  improves  thevFrelinghuysen 
amendment  and  that  the  motion  to 
recommit  should  be  defeated 


PERMISSION  TO  SIT  DURING 
GENERAL  DEBATE  TODAY 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  tote  Special  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Committee  on  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  may  be  permitted  to 
sit  today  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER. /is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  /he  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  n6  objection. 

AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

f.  O’HARA  of  Michigan  asked  and 
wav'  given  permission  to  address  the 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and 
:tend  his  remarks.) 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

(Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN  asked  anc 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  an 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  the  gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr 
O’Hara]  has  referred  to  a  letter  which  1 
sent  to  my  colleagues  urging  them  to 
support  the  motion  to  recommit  the 
school  lunch  bill  with  instructions.  I 
did  this  because  I  feel  it  would  be  very 
undesirable  for  us  to  include  a  provision 
which  would  necessitate  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  before  he  could 
make  any  apportionment  of  funds  under 
this  program,  determine  the  needs  of 
students  in  each  State  for  free  or  re¬ 
duced  price  lunches,  in  addition  to  his 
taking  into  account  the  number  of 
lunches  already  being  served  either  free 
or  at  a  reduced  price. 

To  give  him  that  responsibility  would 
be  to  delay  the  program.  It  would  de¬ 
prive  the  States  of  their  responsibility 
of  determining  where  the  areas  of  need 
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lay  within  the  States.  The  proposal 
by  the  gentleman  of  Ohio  in  the  motion 
to  recommit  would  give  appropriate 
guidelines  to  the  Secretary  in  making 
allotments  to  the  States. 

I  think  the  basic  responsibility  of  de 
termining  how  this  money  should  be  dis¬ 
tributed  should  rest  with  the  States. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  that  the  motion 
to  recommit  be  agreed  to. 


TEMPORARY  INCREASE  IN  THE 
PUBLIC  DEBT  LIMIT 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  Thursday,  June  7,  1982,  to  file  a 
report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  11990)  to  provide 
for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public 
debt  limit  set  forth  in  section  21  of  the 
Second  Liberty  Bond  Act,  along  with  any 
minority  and/or  supplemental  views. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

■  ’  The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
c\ll  of  the  House. 

.call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol- 


lowingsMembers  failed  to  answer  to  th 
names  :\ 

\  [Roll  No.  98] 

Addonizio  \ 

Everett 

O’Konski 

Alford 

\Evins 

Peterson 

Ashley 

Vlood 

Pilcher 

Ashmore 

Hfcll 

Rains 

Beckworth 

Hebert 

Reece 

Blitch 

Homan,  Mich. 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Bolton 

HoliflAld 

Rousselot 

Boykin 

Horan ’v 

St.  Germain 

Bruce 

Ichord,  rato. 

Saund 

Coad 

Jones,  AlaSk 

Seely-Brown 

Colmer 

Kearns  \ 

Sibal 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Kitchin  \ 

Smith,  Miss. 

Daniels 

Laird  \ 

Spence 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Loser 

'steed 

Dent 

McMillan 

Teague,  Tex. 

Derwinskl 

MacGregor 

TlTornas 

Devine 

Magnuson 

WesUand 

Diggs 

Marshall 

Whitten 

Dooley 

Meader 

Willianw 
9061  \ 
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V The  SPEAKER.  Three  hundred  and 
seventy-seven  Members  have  answered 
to  cheir  names,  a  quorum. 

ByVunanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceeding  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with.  \ 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  JOHANSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  97  on  June  5  I  was  recorded 
as  absent.  I  wasXpresent  and  answered 
to  my  name,  and  askunanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  i&ecord  and  Journal 
be  corrected  accordingly, 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered.  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


QUESTION  OF  PERSONAL 
PRIVILEGE  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota.  \ 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mt 
Speaker,  I  rise  to  a  point  of  personal 
privilege. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  the  grounds  on  which  he  bases  his 
point  of  personal  privilege. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  Washington  Post  of 
Tuesday,  June  5,  1962,  page  2,  there  is 
an  article  by  Drew  Pearson.  He  starts 
by  saying: 

Because  Andeksen  is  a  power,  he  got  his 
assistant,  William  B.  Morris,  appointed  to 
the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  a  lie. 

He  states  further  in  the  article,  Mr. 
Speaker : 

Digging  behind  the  Morris  letter,  I 
learned  that  Billie  Sol  Estes  not  only  pur¬ 
chased  $4,000  worth  of  stock  in  Andersen’s 
coal  mine  without  receiving  a  single  stock 
certificate  to  show  for  it. 

And  here  is  the  lie,  Mr.  Speaker: 

He  also  lobbied  behind  the  scenes  to  pro¬ 
tect  Andersen’s  stake  in  his  brother’s 
estate. 

Referring  to  1958,  at  which  time  I 
had  never  heard  of  Mr.  Estes  nor  had 
I  heard  of  him  before  last  January. 

I  asked  to  be  heard,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  on  his  question  of  per¬ 
sonal  privilege.  / 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  / 

(Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota  /sked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.)  / 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  a  privilege  to'  be  in  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States.  I  recall 
the  occasions  when  our7  late  beloved 
Speaker,  Sam  Rayburn,  took  the  floor 
and  spoke  of  upholding  the  integrity  of 
this  institution,  th/  Congress  of  the 
United  States.  / 

Mr.  Speaker,  just  as  it  is  a  great  priv¬ 
ilege  to  Member’s  to  serve  in  this  House, 
it  is  likewise  pc  great  privilege  for  these 
newsmen  up/above  us  in  the  press  gal¬ 
lery  to  report  the  doings  of  this  great 
body  to  tire  people  of  America. 

I  hold"  in  my  hand  the  Washington 
Post  of  Tuesday,  June  5,  1962,  a  news¬ 
paper  supposedly  devoted  to  protecting 


the  rights  of  the  people  of  America;  and 
yet  that  same  newspaper  gives  a  special 
column,  for  some  reason,  not  over  on  the 
comic  page,  where  Drew  Pearson’s  col¬ 
umn  really  belongs,  but  on  page  2,  and 
it  gives  considerable  space  for  a  special 
article  about  H.  Carl  Andersen.  For 
permitting  this  man.  Drew  Pearson,  to 
spew  out  these  irresponsible  statements, 
the  Washington  Post,  in  my  opinion, 
should  stand  condemned. 

Let  me,  on  the  other  hand,  pay  compli¬ 
ment  to  the  Evening  Star,  which  pub¬ 
lished  in  full  my  news  release  of  April 
16,  bringing  out  the  facts.  I  thank  them 
for  so  doing. 

Before  I  pay  my  respects  to  colum¬ 
nist  Drew  Pearson,  let  me  give  you  a  few 
facts  relative  to  him.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
feel  sorry  for  this  man.  He  is  beyond 
the  pale  of  decent  society.  He  has  de¬ 
veloped  an  insane  hatred  for  decent 
men  and  women,  with  whom  he  cannot 
associate.  Let  me  make  plain  that 
while  I  am  discussing  this  man  I  do  not 
reflect  upon  the  hundreds  of  fine  news¬ 
paper  men  and  women,  many  of  whom 
are  sitting  up  here  in  the  press  gallery 
tcxiay. 

Certainly  in  a  barrel  of  apples  you 
will  always  find  a  few  rotten  ones.  TW 
rottenesj.  of  all  these  is  this  poor  Dr/v 
Pearson, Vo . warped  in  his  mind  an/ so 
diseased  inuiis  thinking  that  I  pity/him. 

I  have  two  little  granddaughters,  7 
and  9  years  of  age.  I  do  not  intend  to 
permit  any  mala  so  diseased  in  mind  to 
destroy  the  opinions  of  those  two  little 
girls  and  their  memory  of/their  grand¬ 
father  in  the  years  uycome. 

Never  once  has  thispolecat  ever  men¬ 
tioned  the  good  that  Carl  Andersen 
has  done  for  the  ppoplevof  the  United 
States  through  sml  -  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  and  the/  watershed-protection 
programs.  All/ of  that  means  noth¬ 
ing  to  this  disgrace  to  the  newspaper 
profession.  /  \ 

I  state  advisedly  that  this  mark  and 
his  kind /and  his  helpers  should  be\re- 
fused  tile  right,  the  great  privilege 
reporting  the  happenings  in  this  House, 
of  Representatives.  The  great  fourth 
estate  should  do  its  own  housecleaning. 
There  are  today  among  them  at  least 
'one-half  dozen  writers  who  have  lied 
about  H.  Carl  Andersen  in  the  last  2 
months. 

I  shall  pay  my  respects,  by  the  way,  to 
Life  magazine,  the  New  York  Herald 
Tribune,  Time,  and  such  publications,  in 
due  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  it  is  up  to  the 
House  and  up  to  the  Speaker  to  protect 
the  integrity  of  the  Members  of  this  body 
against  men  of  the  stripe  of  Drew  Pear¬ 
son,  who  publish  lies.  Worse  than  lies 
are  the  innuendoes  and  half  truths  which 
are  published  and  which  many  good  peo¬ 
ple  accept  as  the  truth. 

Let  me  quote  a  little  bit  about  this 
Drew  Pearson,  from  the  information 
compiled  for  me  by  the  Legislative  Refer¬ 
ence  Service  of  the  Congressional  Li¬ 
brary.  I  am  going  to  quote  the  opinions 
of  great  men  and  women  of  this  Nation 
relative  to  this  polecat  who  takes  it  upon 
himself  to  defame  the  good  name  of  H. 
Carl  Andersen. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  statement  received  from  the 
Library  of  Congress  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point.  / 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 

The  matter  referred  to  follows: 
Derogatory  Remarks  About  Drw  Pearson 
Morris  A.  Bealle:  / 

“Pearson’s  accuracy  assays/at  only  about 
25  percent,  his  main  effort  being  concen¬ 
trated  on  getting  a  smidgeon  of  truth  in 
each  calumny  and  relying  on  that  to  carry 
it  through.  As  a  smeir  bund  operative  he 
doesn’t  even  take  off  /his  hat  to  New  York’s 
night  club  commando. 

“Throughout  the  Roosevelt  stranglehold 
on  America,  Peatson  was  the  main  White 
House  stooge  arrd  sewer-level  rumor  monger. 
Whenever  there  was  a  trial  balloon  to  be 
run  up,  or  A  little  propaganda  to  be  put 
out,  or  an/alibi  for  a  presidential  blunder 
to  be  trained,  or  someone  else’s  boom  to  be 
pricked yor  a  little  bile  to  be  gotten  off  the 
Roosevelt  or  Wallace  or  Ickes  chest  about  a 
solid/somebody  in  Washington,  mustachioed 
Drew  would  come  arunning.  He  would  jump 
through  the  hoop  when  ordered  by  Ring- 
master  Steve  Early,  and  5  days  later  this 
/  concatenated  hokum  would  appear  in  the 
Pearson  column  as  news  or  inside  stuff. 

“Pearson  has  been  the  party  of  the  first 
part  in  many  a  well-founded  libel  suit  but 
so  far  has  escaped  unscathed.  *  *  *  he 
participated  in  the  theft  from  the  mails  of 
confidential  letters  written  by  a  Republican 
manufacturer  in  Connecticut  to  a  corre¬ 
spondent  in  South  America. 

“All  the  boys  in  the  Washington  press  gal¬ 
leries,  except  the  leftist  stooges  and  Com¬ 
munist  sympathizers  and  ‘New’  Deal  dog  rob¬ 
bers,  have  an  abiding  contempt  for  this  fel¬ 
low  who  had  brought  prostitution  of  their 
great  profession  to  its  zenieth.  They  say: 
‘When  bigger  lies  are  told  Pearson  will  tell 
them’.” 

Marion  T.  Bennett,  Representative,  Mis¬ 
souri  Sixth  Congressional  District,  on  the 
floor  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 
December  17,  1941: 

“The  article  is  a  bare-faced  falsehood. 
This  attempted  smear  by  the  two  character 
assassins,  Pearson  and  Allen,  would  reach 
the  level  of  crime,  did  it  emanate  from  the 
source  of  truth. 

,  “Pearson  and  Allen  do  not  have  the  man- 
Vood  or  honor  to  admit  their  mistake. 
These  two  columnists  have  prevaricated. 
Tnky  are  well  known  in  informed  circles 
because  of  their  utter  lack  of  regard  for  the 
truthNand  for  being  two  of  the  most  dis¬ 
honest, /unreliable,  and  vicious  character 
assassins/n  America.  They  are  a  disgrace 
to  the  grfcat  newspaper  profession.  They 
apparently  /idom  take  the  trouble  to  as¬ 
certain  the  rivets.  They  make  their  living 
in  the  half  light  of  minds  diseased  by  the 
filth  they  alone  can  imagine.” 

Theodore  G.  Bilbo,  U.S.  Senator,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  on  the  floor  or\the  U.S.  Senate,  March 
12,  1945:  “It  is  not  only  generally  known, 
but  it  is  universally  admitted,  that  Drew 
Pearson  is  the  biggest  and  most  notorious 
liar  in  America  today.  Not  only  is  Pearson 
recognized  as  being  the  biggest  liar,  but  he 
is  also  recognized  as  being  tnk  most  perfect 
smear  artist  of  the  press  anti  radio.  He 
will  go  down  in  history  as  Drew  Rearson  the 
sponge,  because  he  gathers  slime,  xnud,  and 
slander  from  all  parts  of  the  earth\nd  lets 
them  ooze  out  through  his  radio  broadcasts, 
and  through  his  daily  contributions  to  X  few 
newspapers  which  have  not  yet  found  him 
out.”  \ 

Frank  Boykin,  Representative,  Alabama^ 
First  Congressional  District,  as  quoted  by 
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On  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  April  16,  1942:  “On  Monday  of 
fhis  week,  April  12,  1942,  the  Supreme  Court 
the  United  States  rendered  a  decision  in 
mVfavor  in  holding  that  an  article,  referring 
to  ine,  published  by  Pearson  and  Allen 
was  lfbelous  per  se.” 

Extension  of  remarks  on  the  floor  of  the 
U.S.  HolSm?  of  Representatives,  April  28,  1942: 
“Messrs,  J^earson  and  Allen  these  anemic 
patriots  who  heretofore  have  made  their 
living  smearing  public  characters.” 

Times-HeralfcL  Washington,  D.C.,  as  quoted 
by  Representative  Morrison,  of  Louisiana, 
May  20,  1943 :  “We  dropped  the  Washington 
Merry-Go-Round  out  of  the  Times-Herald 
because  of  the  poisonous  attempts  Pearson 
and  Allen  have  made\and  are  still  making, 
to  smear  the  reputations  of  a  great  soldier, 
and  in  our  opinion  one  oXthe  greatest  Amer¬ 
icans  of  all  time,  Gen.  Douglas  MacArthur.’’ 

Harry  S.  Truman,  U.S.  Senator,  Missouri; 
President  of  the  United  States : 

On  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  February 
11,  1943:  “I  merely  wanted  to  nNke  it  plain 
that  there  was  absolutely  no  foundation,  in 
fact,  for  what  Mr.  Pearson  said  la^t  night 
over  the  radio.’ 

Press  conference,  March  11,  1948;  “Ph-st  I 
want  to  pay  attention  to  a  vicious  statement 
that  was  made  by  a  columnist.  I  had 
thought  I  wouldn’t  have  to  add  another  liar! 
star  to  that  fellow’s  crown,  but  I  will  have' 
to  do  it.  This  is  just  a  lie  out  of  the  whole 
cloth.” 

As  quoted  by  Associated  Press,  February 
22,  1949:  “If  any  s.o.b.  thinks  he  can  get  me 
to  discharge  any  member  of  my  staff  or  Cab¬ 
inet  by  some  smart  aleck  statement  over  the 
air,  he’s  mistaken. 

“Very  vicious  attacks  on  my  military  aide 
have  been  unjust  and  I  say  advisedly, 
vicious.” 

As  told  by  Anthony  Leviero,  reported,  Feb¬ 
ruary  24,  1949:  “One  questioner  at  the  news 
conference  noted  that  President  Peron  of 
Argentina  and  Drew  Pearson  had  been  nomi¬ 
nated  for  the  Nobel  Peace  Prize.  Mr.  Truman 
replied  that  probably  they  had  nominated 
themselves.” 

Millard  E.  Tydings,  Senator,  of  Maryland: 

On  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  July  7, 
1941: 

“There  was  not  a  scintilla  of  truth  in  this 
libelous  statement — libel  had  been  uttered — 
it  had  been  maliciously  uttered,  and  I  have 
the  documentary  proof. 

“The  spreading  of  rumors  in  a  whispering 
campaign  is  not  a  crime  against  an  individ-/ 
ual;  it  is  a' crime  against  society  and  that 
the  kind  of  campaign  which  Drew  Pearson 
has  tried,  in  his  nefarious  manner,  to  Con¬ 
duct. 

“  ‘But  he  that  filches  from  me  n ty  good 
name  robs  me  of  that  which  not/enriches 
him  and  makes  me  poor  indeed/  This  is 
what  Pearson  and  Allen  tried  tokteal.  Where 
are  they  now?  I  have  brought  all  the  facts 
out  into  the  light  of  day.  /Where  are  the 
skunks  now?  Down  in  their  hole  where  they 
ought  to  be  and  where  ^ne  company  suits 
them.” 

On  the  floor  of  the/tLS.  Senate,  June  18, 
1945: 

"  ’Washington  Mgtry-Go-Round’  is  written 
by  an  individual/who  names  himself  Drew 
Pearson,  but  mpst  persons  who  are  familiar 
with  his  utterances  on  a  variety  of  subjects 
generally  cal/him  Pew  Smearson.  Normally, 

I  would  pay  no  attention  to  such  garbage, 
but  I  an Y  unwilling  by  silence  to  see  this 
deliber§/e  He  passed  on  to  the  American 
people 

n fail  to  find  within  the  limits  of  par¬ 
liamentary  language  words  to  describe  this 
arm  masquerading  in  the  physique  and 
re  clothing  of  a  supposed  man.  In  the  last 
war  this  scoundrel,  although  away  above 
the  draft  age,  found  asylum  in  an  S.A.T.C., 
and  the  only  powder  he  ever  smelled  was  in 


the  presence  of  ladies  who  might  have 
adorned  the  windward  side  of  the  parade 
ground;  and  today,  sitting  in  a  comfortable 
chair,  far  removed  from  any  danger,  without 
any  scintilla  of  fact  or  truth  to  support  the 
statement,  this  supposed  purveyor  of  infor¬ 
mation  besmirches  the  character  of  one  of 
the  most  gallant  soldiers. 

“I  would  call  him  a  perpetual,  chronic, 
revolving  liar,  and  a  few  other  things  that 
I  cannot  add  in  the  presence  of  this  dis¬ 
tinguished  and  rather  ethical  company.  This 
man  has  engaged,  to  my  personal  knowledge, 
in  the  gentle  art  of  blackmail,  without  any 
success.  He  has  been  guilty  of  attempting  to. 
buy  public  influence. 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Army,  Public  In¬ 
formation  Division,  press  section;  memoran¬ 
dum  for  the  press,  reprinted  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record,  April  26,  1948:  “The  impli¬ 
cations  in  Mr.  Pearson’s  statement  are  not 
only  unfair,  but  are  absolutely  without  foun¬ 
dation,  as  proved  beyond  question  in  the 
course  of  the  investigation  into  the  entire 
situation.” 

Washington  Post,  as  quoted  by  Morris  A. 
Bealle:  “Drew  Pearson  wrote  a  column  which 
the  Post,  in  the  best  judgment  of  its  editors, 
deemed  a  personal  attack,  unfair  on  the  face 
of  it.  The  Post  did  not  print  this  column. 
For  the  same  reason  the  Post  has  omitl 
parts  of  all  of  Pearson’s  columns  in  the  pi 
Sumner  Welles,  Under  Secretary  of  State, 
[nited  States;  press  conference,  December  28, 
:0,  as  told  by  New  York  Times  importer: 
dies  denied  every  detail  of  both/ accounts 
published  by  Messrs.  Pearson  and'  Allen,  and 
quoted,  a  letter  he  wrote  them/6n  December 
22,  asking  for  a  retraction.” 

BurtonSlC.  Wheeler,  U.S.  Senator,  Montana, 
as  told  by  Representative  Morrison,  of 
Louisiana:  ‘'Senator  Button  K.  Wheeler,  of 
Montana,  stated  Pearsojl  had  lied  about  him, 
stating  that  DrXv  Pejnmon  was  a  black  animal 
with  a  white  striW  ifown  his  back.  Wheeler 
declared  that  this^ery  crowd  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  meaning  Dp^w  ^Pearson  and  his  crowd, 
has  been  taught  to  smear  every  Senator  and 
Member  of  tjie  HouseXwho  does  not  agree 
100  percent/with  the  NeW  Deal  bureaucrats. 

Earl  Wilson,  Representative,  Indiana  Ninth 
Congressional  District,  on  Dhe  floor  of  the 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives-  March  15, 
1945j/“This  ruthless,  double-barreled,  dia¬ 
bolical,  puerile  liar.  Drew  Pearson.  He  is  a 
lipr,  preceded  by  many  uncomplimentary 
Ijectives  and  is  really  everything  he  has 
'been  called  and  more.” 

Mark  Woods,  president,  Blue  Network,  a 
subsidiary  of  the  Radio  Corp.  of  America, 
statement  to  the  press,  February  9,  19' 
“While  not  mentioning  either  Mr.  Winchel 
or  Mr.  Pearson  by  name,  Mark  Woods,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Blue  Network,  said  that  ‘several 
commenators  have  recently  departed  from 
their  printed  scripts  to  discuss  issues  in  a 
biased  and  inflammatory  manner.’  ” 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  What 
did  his  former  mother-in-law,  Eleanor 
Patterson  say  about  this  man  during  the 
war?  Let  me  repeat  that  quote : 

IncidentaUy,  you  GI  Joes,  when  you  hap¬ 
pen  to  listen  to  the  phony  Quaker  Pearson 
of  a  Sunday  night — Bleeding  Heart  Drew — 
never  forget  that  although  he  was  20  and  in 
perfect  health  in  1917,  he  managed  to  “thee 
and  thou”  himself  out  of  the  service  in 
World  War  I.  Then,  as  now,  Drew  was  a 
yellow-bellied  slacker. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  brings  me  to  the  hor¬ 
rible  part  of  my  remarks  to  you  today. 
Just  last  week  on  Memorial  Day  while 
Mrs.  Andersen  and  my  son  Alfred  were 
placing  flowers  on  the  grave  of  my 
brother,  who  died  just  last  August  and 
was  buried  in  the  Fort  Snelling  Ceme¬ 
tery,  this  vile,  corrupt  creature,  Drew 


Pearson,  or  one  of  his  assistants  was  pra£ 
paring  this  article.  Let  me  read  it/to 
you:  y 

The  brother,  Walter  G.  Andersen,  s/iffered 
from  shell  shock  during  World  War  l  and  be¬ 
came  a  hopeless  mental  case.  / 

Yes;  he  did.  He  was  in  France,  in  the 
trenches  for  10  months,  during  World 
War  I.  He  was  hauling  shells  up  to  the 
front  when  the  truck  ah/ad  exploded  and 
he  was  shell-shocked/ He  was  rendered 
helpless,  and  for  42  vfears  he  suffered  the 
pangs  of  the  dampfed,  living  in  another 
world. 

I  was  his  gi*&rdian  for  42  years, 
took  what  cajre  I  could  of  him. 

He  was  hospitalized  in  the  Veterans 
Hospital  A  St.  Cloud,  Minn.,  for  the 
rest  of  his  life. 

Think  of  that.  This  man  gave  his  life 
for  hjs  country — is  there  anything  wrong 
wit ja  our  country  taking  care  of  him? 
BA  in  Drew  Pearson’s  mind  this  hap¬ 
pened  to  be  H.  Carl  Andersen’s  brother. 

To  quote  some  more  of  the  spewings 
of  this  degenerate  man,  this  man  who 
should  never  be  allowed  to  sit  up  in  this 
Press  Gallery,  listen  to  this: 

Yet  he  continued  to  collect  his  veteran’s 
pension  even  though  incapable  of  spending 
the  money. 

That  was  the  law.  It  simply  accumu¬ 
lated  in  a  fund  that  was  administered 
by  his  Congressman  brother. 

Yes;  and  for  42  years  I  took  meticulous 
care  of  that  fund,  and  the  probate  court 
has  commended  me  for  that  long  guard¬ 
ianship  of  the  estate,  which  we  have  just 
closed. 

Now  to  further  quote  Drew  Pearson. 

He  says: 

In  1958,  however,  the  Representatives  take 
in  this  fund  was  suddenly  threatened.  Leg¬ 
islation  was  introduced  restricting  the  rights 
of  relatives  to  inherit  pension  money  from 
‘incompetent’  veterans.  This  would  have 
curtailed  the  pension  the  Representative’s 
brother  was  accumulating.  So  the  Rep¬ 
resentative  from  Minnesota  carried  on  a 
vigorous  but  vain  campaign  in  the  Capitol 
cloakrooms  to  block  the  bill. 

Ask  yourself  this  question:  Why  does 
this  character.  Drew  Pearson,  bring  up 
the  subject  of  my  brother?  In  1958  I 
helped  kill  a  proposed  bill  at  the  request 
if  a  fine  little  old  lady,  Mrs.  Rogers,  Con¬ 
gresswoman  from  Massachusetts,  who 
ha\now  gone.  This  bill  would  have  said 
to  240,000  dependents  of  incompetent 
veterans,  “No,  you  parents  cannot  inherit 
from  your  son  without  proving  yourselves 
to  be  paupers.”  Congresswoman  Rogers 
came  to  mh  and  said,  “This  bill  is  horri¬ 
ble.  Won’t  you  help  to  kill  it?”  I  helped 
kill  it.  DrewNPearson  says  I  did  it  be¬ 
cause  of  personal  interest  in  my  brother’s 
estate  in  the  future.  Yet  I  proved  by 
the  Veterans’  Administration  that  only 
$700  of  that  estatepould  ever  revert  to 
the  Government  unfl^r  that  proposed 
law. 

No  lobbyist  came  to  i^e.  Just  Edith 
Nourse  Rogers  who  persuaded  me  that 
that  was  a  bad  piece  oK  legislation. 
There  was  no  lobbying  done/  I  got  up 
on  the  floor  here  as  some  ofv  you  re¬ 
member,  and  fought  that  situalxpn  out 
and  temporarily  won  the  issue  that  day. 
This  damnable  skunk  makes  use  oi  in- 
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Yuendos  and  half  truths,  and  they  are 
wbj’se  than  lies. 

read  further: 

Thikwas  acknowledged  by  his  former  leg¬ 
islative 'assistant,  Peg  Murray,  who  refused, 
however, 'to  discuss  the  details. 

“Congressman  Andersen  is  my  friend,’* 
she  finally  oVyrted,  and  slammed  down  the 
phone. 

Mrs.  Peg  Murray  is  a  fine  lady  and 
gave  wonderful  service  in  my  office  prior 
to  the  time  she  reWed,  and  I  am  proud 
of  the  fact  that  through  the  years  these 
people  who  have  worked  for  me  have  re¬ 
mained  loyal  to  H.  'Carl  Andersen. 
What  better  tribute  could  a  man  have 
who  has  been  in  the  Congress  for  24 
years? 

Now  listen  to  this,  and  I  think  here  he 
is  stooping  down  to  a  level  tha\l  hope 
never  to  see  approached  again  in  any 
news  column  by  any  of  these  men  ot/he 
press.  Listen  to  this: 

Walter  Andersen  finally  died  of  a  heal 
attack  last  year  as  he  stood  holding  a  plate'' 
in  a  lunch  line. 

Now  why  does  this  damnable  colum¬ 
nist  make  a  statement  like  that?  What 
is  he  inferring?  Did  not  my  brother 
have  the  right  as  a  veteran  to  be  in  a 
veterans’  hospital  the  same  right  as  all 
veterans  have? 

Then  he  says : 

He  left  $33,652  in  accumulated  pension 
money,  a  farm  valued  at  $21,000,  and  an  un¬ 
disclosed  investment  in  Government  bonds. 
The  Representative  has  now  collected  his 
share  of  the  estate. 

This  is  another  lie.  My  brother  left 
under  my  trust  $51,000  in  Government 
bonds.  There  was  no  farm.  There  was 
nothing  else.  Each  of  us  received  ap¬ 
proximately  $7,000  as  our  share  of  the 
estate. 

He  does  not  care  how  he  lies,  my 
friends.  I  am  exposing  the  skunk  for 
what  he  is  and  I  hope  this  speech  will 
do  some  good  to  persuade  the  leadership 
that  he  and  his  minions  have  no  place 
among  these  other  fine  men  and  women 
up  here  in  the  press  gallery.  He  will  lie 
about  other  Members  of  the  House  as  he 
has  lied  about  me.  I  am  a  great  be¬ 
liever  in  laying  the  cards  on  the  table 
in  the  hope  that  we  can  get  that  skunl 
out  of  this  otherwise  fine  press  gallei 
I  hope  to  come  back  in  January  and  cc 
tinue  the  attempt  to  clean  out  oy  the 
press  gallery  these  few  writers  whc/write 
deliberate  lies.  Here  is.  one  Congress¬ 
man  who  has  the  guts  to  say/what  he 
thinks  about  these  scoundrels.  Excuse 
me  if  I  am  a  little  emotional  on  this 
matter  at  .this  point.  I  yam  disturbed 
because  of  this  reference  to  my  dead 
brother.  I  am  sure  anyone  of  you  would 
feel  the  same  way  un^er  similar  circum¬ 
stances. 

Then  he  goes  /n  to  say  something 
further — but  thisoias  nothing  to  do  with 
my  brother.  Wnat  I  have  to  say  about 
the  Estes  case  will  be  said  before  the 
McClellan  s/bcommittee.  I  requested  a 
complete  examination  of  my  records  by 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  and 
they  have  done  so.  I  am  not  answering 
scum /ike  Drew  Pearson  in  reference  to 
a  case  which  will  shortly  come  before 


a  proper  committee  of  the  Congress.  I 
stand  here  and  say  to  you — I  have  done 
no  wrong.  My  conscience  is  clear.  I 
just  happened  to  be  walking  by  a  wall 
when  it  tumbled  over  on  me.  This  could 
have  happened  to  any  of  you  Members 
of  Congress. 

I  have  seen  some  of  my  colleagues  look 
a  little  doubtful  at  me.  You  have  no 
reason  to  do  so.  I  have  thought  that  I 
noticed  this  even  among  a  few  of  my 
old  friends. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
yield  to  my  good  friend  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Have  I  ever  treated  you 
with  anything  but  high  respect? 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  I 
have  never  seen  anything  to  the  con¬ 
trary. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Of  course  you  have  not. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  We 
are  two  fighting  Danes,  and  that  is  why 
I  am  up  here  today. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  I  have  held  you  in  the 
fighest  regard.  I  have  known  you  24 
years.  I  sat  with  you  in  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee  for  20  years.  I  have, 
neveXseen  you  do  anything  that  was  m 
upright,  and  honest. 

Mr.  NANDERSEN  of  Minnejfcta. 
Thank  yoh  very  much,  Mr.  Jens: 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Let  me  say  this/to  you, 
Mr.  Anderse/,  that  I  respect/you  for 
doing  exactly  wjiat  you  have  pione  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  ANDERi 
Thank  you  sir. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Ce 
has  condemned  you 
you  wrote  about  me/a  dumber  of  times 
and  then  finally  really  told  a  big  one  on 
me  and  I  sent  Word  to  tnh  gentleman 
that  he  had  best  not  ever  mention  my 
name  again,  either  good  or  iXd  in  his 
dirty  column/ and  he  has  not  mentioned 
my  name  in  his  column  since — ahd  he 
better  no/  mention  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSEN  of  Minnesota.  Mr. 
Jensi^/i  want  to  say  this,  I  do  not  kno 
of  a  better  man  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
than  Mr.  Ben  Jensen. 

ly  friends,  I  have  tried  to  make  my 
5ase.  I  appreciate  the  understanding 
'with  which  all  of  you  have  listened  to 
me,  and  I  repeat  again  that  H.  Carl 
Andersen  has  never  done  anything  wrong 
in  connection  with  the  Estes  affairs.  My 
conscience  is  clear,  so  help  me  God. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
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Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  a  quorum  is 
not  present,  and  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  count.  [After  counting.] 
One  hundred  and  thirty  Members  are 
present,  not  a  quorum. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Speaker,  is  this 
a  straight  motion  to  recommit? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  That  is 
not  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  A  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  state  his  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  I  want  to  know 
what  we  are  voting  on,  whether  we  are 
voting  on  a  motion  to  recommit  with 
instructions,  or  on  a  straight  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It  is  a 
motion  to  recommit,  with  instructions. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were  yeas,  160,  nays  220,  not  voting  57. 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  99] 

YEAS— 160 


(K  AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 
^  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  The  unfinished  business  is  the 
vote  on  the  motion  offered  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Ashbrook]  to 
recommit  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  revise 
the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  as¬ 
sistance  funds  among  the  States  under 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  question  is  on  the  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that 
the  “ayes”  had  it. 


Adair 

Fenton 

Moorehead, 

Alger 

Findley 

Ohio 

Andersen, 

Fino 

Morse 

Minn. 

Ford 

Mosher 

Anderson,  HI. 

Frelinghuysen 

Nelsen 

Arends 

Fulton 

Norblad 

Ashbrook 

Garland 

Nygaard 

Auchincloss 

Gavin 

Osmers 

Avery 

Glenn 

Ostertag 

Ayres 

Goodell 

Pelly 

Baker 

Goodling 

Pillion 

Baldwin 

Griffin 

Pirnie 

Barry 

Gross 

Poff 

Bass,  N.H. 

Gubser 

Quie 

Bates 

Hail 

Ray 

Battin 

Halleck 

Reifel 

Becker 

Halpern 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Beckworth 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Riehlman 

Beermann 

Harsha 

Robison 

Belcher 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Roudebush 

Bell 

Harvey,  Mich. 

St.  George 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hiestand 

Saylor 

Berry 

Hoeven 

Schadeberg 

Betts 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Schenck 

Bow 

Hosmer 

Scherer 

Bray 

Jensen 

Schneebeli 

Broomfield 

Johansen 

Schweiker 

Brown 

Jonas 

Schwengel 

Broyhill 

Judd 

Scranton 

Bruce 

Keith 

Shipley 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Kilburn 

Short 

Cahill 

King,  N.Y. 

Shriver 

Cederberg 

Knox 

Siler 

Chamberlain 

Kunkel 

Smith,  Calif. 

Chenoweth 

Kyi 

Springer 

Chiperfleld 

Laird 

Stafford 

Church 

Langen 

Taber 

Clancy 

Latta 

Teague,  Calif. 

Collier 

Lindsay 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Conte 

Lipscomb 

Toll  ef  son 

Corbett 

McCulloch 

Tupper 

Cramer 

Mclntire 

Utt 

Cunningham 

McVey 

Van  Pelt 

Curtin 

Mailliard 

Van  Zandt 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Waggonner 

Dague 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Wallhauser 

Derounian 

Mason 

Weaver 

Derwlnski 

Mathias 

Weis 

Dole 

May 

Whalley 

Dominick 

Merrow 

Wharton 

Dorn 

Michel 

Widnall 

Durno 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Dwyer 

Mllliken 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Ellsworth 

Minshall 

Younger 
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NAYS— 220 


Abbitt 

Hagan,  Ga. 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Abernethy 

Hagen,  Calif. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Addabbo 

Haley 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Albert 

Hansen 

Olsen 

Alexander 

Harding 

O’Neill 

Andrews 

Hardy 

Passman 

Anfuso 

Harris 

Patman 

Aspinall 

Harrison,  Va. 

Perkins 

Bailey 

Hays 

Pfost 

Barrett 

Healey 

Pike 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Hechler 

Poage 

■  Bennett,  Fla. 

Hemphill 

Powell 

Blatnik 

Henderson 

Price 

Blitch 

Herlong 

Pucinski 

Boggs 

Holifield 

Purcell 

Bolling 

Holland 

Randall 

Bonner 

Huddleston 

Reuss 

Brademas 

Hull 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Breeding 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Riley 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Brooks 

Jarman 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Buckley 

Jennings 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Burke,  Ky. 

Joelson 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Rodino 

Burleson 

Johnson,  Md. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Cannon 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Carey 

Karsten 

Rooney 

Casey 

Karth 

Roosevelt 

Celler 

Kastenmeier 

Rosenthal 

Chelf 

Kee 

Rostenkowski 

Clark 

Kelly 

Roush 

Cohelan 

Kilgore 

Rutherford 

Cook 

King,  Calif. 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Cooley 

King,  Utah 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Corman 

Kirwan 

Santangelo 

Daniels 

Kluczynski 

Scott 

Davis, 

Kornegay 

Selden 

James  C. 

Kowalski 

Shelley 

Davis,  John  W. 

Landrum 

Sheppard 

Dawson 

Lane 

Sikes 

Delaney 

Lankford 

Sisk 

Denton 

Lennon 

Slack 

Dingell 

Lesinski 

Smith,  Iowa 

Dowdy 

Libonati 

Smith,  Va. 

Downing 

McDonough 

Staggers 

Doyle 

McDowell 

Steed 

Dulski 

McFall 

Stephens 

Edmondson 

McSween 

Stratton 

Elliott 

Macdonald 

Stubblefield 

Everett 

Mack 

Sullivan 

Fallon 

Madden 

Taylor 

Farbstein 

Mahon 

Thompson,  La. 

Feighan 

Matthews 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Finnegan 

Miller,  Clem 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Fisher 

Mills 

Thornberry 

Flynt 

Moeller 

Toll 

Forrester 

Monagan 

Tuck 

Fountain 

Montoya 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Frazier 

Moore 

Ullman 

Friedel 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Vanik 

Gallagher 

Morgan 

Vinson 

Garmatz 

Morris 

Walter 

Gary 

Morrison 

Watts 

Gathings 

Moss 

Whitener 

Giaimo 

Moulder 

Wickersham 

Gilbert 

Multer 

Willis 

Gonzalez 

Murphy 

Winstead 

Granahan 

Murray 

Wright 

Grant 

Natcher 

Yates 

Gray 

Nedzi 

Young 

Green,  Oreg. 

Nix 

Zablocki 

Green,  Pa. 
Griffiths 

Norrell 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Zelenko 

NOT  VOTING— 57 

Addonizio 

Fascell 

Philbin 

Alford 

Flood 

Pilcher 

Ashley 

Fogarty 

Rains 

Ashmore 

Hebert 

Reece 

Baring 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Rousselot 

Boland 

Horan 

St.  Germain 

Bolton 

Jones,  Ala. 

Saund 

Boykin 

Kearns 

Seely-Brown 

Bromwell 

Keogh 

Sibal 

Coad 

Kitchin 

Smith,  Miss. 

Colmer 

Loser 

Spence 

Curtis,  Mass. 

McMillan 

Teague,  Tex. 

Daddario 

MacGregor 

Thomas 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Magnuson 

Trimble 

Dent 

Marshall 

Westland 

Devine 

Meader 

Whitten 

Diggs 

Donohue 

Dooley 

Evins 

Miller, 

George  P. 
O’Konski 
Peterson 

Williams 

So  the  motion  to  recommit  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 


On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Kearns  for,  with  Mr.  Keogh  against. 
Mr.  McGregor  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 
Mi's.  Bolton  for,  with  Mr.  O’Konski 
against. 

Mr.  Devine  for,  with  Mr.  Fogarty  against. 
Mr.  Rousselot  for,  with  Mr.  Saund  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Bromwell. 

Mr.  Loser  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Massachusetts. 
Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Westland. 

Mr.  Kitchin  with  Mr.  Meader. 

Mr.  Alford  with  Mr.  Sibal. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Horan. 

Mr.  Daddario  with  Mrs.  Reece. 

Mr.  Donohue  with  Mr.  Seely-Brown. 

Mr.  Philbin  with  Mr.  Dooley. 


The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 


The  doors  were  opened. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  370,  nays  11,  not  voting  56, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  100] 

YEAS— 370 


Abbitt 

Abernetthy 

Adair 

Addabbo 

Albert 

Alexander 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Andrews 

Anfuso 

Arends 

Asplnall 

Auchincloss 

Avery 

Ayres 

Bailey 

Baker 

Baldwin 

Baring 

Barrett 

Barry 

Bass,  N.H. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Bates 

Battin 

Becker 

Beckworth 

Belcher 

Bell 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Berry 

Betts 

Blatnik 

Blitch 

Boggs 

Bolling 

Bonner 

Bow 

Brademas 

Bray 

Breeding 

Brewster 

Bromwell 

Brooks  . 

Broomfield 

Brown 

Broyhill 

Bruce 

Buckley 

Burke,  Ky. 

Burke,  Mass. 

Burleson 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cahill 

Cannon 

Carey 

Casey 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 

Chiperfield 

Church 

Clancy 


Clark 

Cohelan 

Collier 

Conte 

Cook 

Cooley 

Corbett 

Corman 

Cramer 

Cunningham 

Curtin 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Daddario 

Dague 

Daniels 

Davis, 

James  C. 
Davis,  John  W. 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Denton 
Derounian 
Derwlnski 
Dingell 
Dole 

Dominick 

Dorn 

Dowdy 

Downing 

Doyle 

Dulski 

Durno 

Dwyer 

Edmondson 

Elliott 

Everett 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Fenton 

Findley 

Finnegan 

Fino 

Flynt 

Ford 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Frazier 

Frelinghuysen 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Gallagher 

Garland 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Gavin 

Giaimo 

Gilbert 

Glenn 

Gonzalez 

Goodling 

Granahan 

Grant 

Gray 


Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Griffin 

Griffiths 

Gross 

Gubser 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Haley 

Hall 

Halleck 

Halpern 

Hansen 

Harding 

Hardy 

Harris 

Harrison,  Va. 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Harsha 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Hays 

Healey 

Hechler 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Hiestand 

Hoeven 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Holifield 

Holland 

Hosmer 

Huddleston 

Hull 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Inouye 

Jarman 

Jennings 

Jensen 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Johnson,  Md. 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Jonas 

Jones,  Mo. 

Judd 

Karsten 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kee 

Keith 

Kelly 

Kilburn 

Kilgore 

King,  Calif. 

King,  N.Y. 

King,  Utah 

Kirwan 

Kluczynski 

Knox 

Kornegay 

Kowalski 

Kunkel 

Kyi 

Laird 


O’Brien,  N.Y. 

O'Hara,  Ill. 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Olsen 

O'Neill 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Passman 

Patman 

Pelly 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Pike 

Pillion 

Pirnie 

Poage 

Poff 

Price 

Pucinski 

Purcell 

Quie 

Randall 

Relfel 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riehlman 
Riley 

Rivers,  Alaska 
Rivers,  S.C. 
Roberts,  Ala. 
Roberts,  Tex. 
Robison 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Fla. 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roudebush 
Roush 
Rutherford 
Ryan,  N.Y. 

St.  George 
Santangelo 
Saylor 
Schadeberg 
Schenck 
Scherer 
Schneebeli 
Schweiker 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Scranton 
Selden 
Shelley 
Sheppard 


Shipley 

Short 

Shriver 

Sikes 

Siler 

Sisk 

Slack 

Smiiii,  Calif. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  Va. 

Springer 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Stubblefield 

Sullivan 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Thompson,  La. 
Thompson,  N.J. 
Thompson,  Tex 
Thomson,  Wis. 
Thornberry 
Toll 

Tollefson 

Trimble 

Tuck 

Tupper 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Ullman 

Utt 

Vanik 

Van  Pelt 

Van  Zandt 

Vinson 

Wallhauser 

Walter 

Watts 

Weaver 

Weis 

Whalley 

Wharton 

Whitener 

Wickersham 

Widnall 

Willis 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Winstead 

Wright 

Yates 

Young- 

Younger 

Zablocki 

Zelenko 


Landrum 

Lane 

Langen 

Lankford 

Latta 

Lennon 

Lesinski 

Libonati 

Lindsay 

Lipscomb 

McCulloch 

McDonough 

McDowell 

McFall 

Mclntire 

McSween 

McVey 

Macdonald 

Mack 

Madden 

Mahon 

Mailliard 

Martin,  Mass. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Mathias 

Matthews 

May 

Merrow 

Miller,  Clem 

Miller, 

George  P. 
Miller,  N.Y. 
Milliken 
Mills 
Minshall 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Montoya 
Moore 
Moorehead, 
Ohio 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Morgan 

Morris 

Morrison 

Morse 

Mosher 

Moss 

Moulder 

Multer 

Murphy 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nelsen 

Nix 

Norblad 
Norrell 
Nygaard 
O'Brien,  Ill. 


Alger 

Andersen, 

Minn. 

Ashbrook 


Addonizio 

Alford 

Ashley 

Ashmore 

Boland 

Bolton 

Boykin 

Coad 

Colmer 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Dent 

Devine 

Diggs 

Donohue 

Dooley 

Ellsworth 

Evins 

Fisher 


NAYS— 11 

Beermann 

Goodell 

Johansen 

Mason 


Michel 

Ray 

Taber 

Waggonner 


the  following 


NOT  VOTING— 

■56 

Flood 

Pilcher 

Fogarty 

Powell 

Hbbert 

Rains 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Reece 

Horan 

Rousselot 

Jones,  Ala. 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Kearns 

St.  Germain 

Keogh 

Saund 

Kitchin 

Seely-Brown 

Loser 

Sibal 

McMillan 

Smith,  Miss. 

MacGregor 

Spence 

Magnuson 

Teague,  Tex. 

Marshall 

Thomas 

Meader 

Westland 

Nedzi 

Whitten 

O’Konski 

Peterson 

Philbin 

Williams 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 
The  Clerk  announced 


pairs : 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mr.  Sibal. 

Mr.  Keogh  with  Mi-.  O'Konski. 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Ellsworth. 
Mr.  Loser  with  Mr.  MacGregor. 

Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Kearns. 

Mr.  Dent  with  Mr.  Devine. 

Mr.  Donohue  with  Mr.  Westland. 
Mr.  Philbin  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Alford  with  Mr.  Seely-Brown. 
Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Rousselot. 

Mr.  St.  Germain  with  Mr.  Horan. 
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Mr.  Kitchin  with  Mr.  Meader. 

Mr.  Peterson  with  Mrs.  Reece. 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan. 

Mr.  Ashmore  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Massachu¬ 
setts. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  once 
again  I  find  it  necessary  to  take  the 
floor  to  protest  the  continuation  of  the 
school  lunch  program  as  unconstitu¬ 
tional  and  outside  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Federal  Government.  I  want  to 
make  it  clear  to  my  colleagues  that  I  am 
■wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  schoolchil¬ 
dren  drinking  milk  and  having  enough 
to  eat,  but  I  am  wholly  against  the 
Federal  Government  providing  food, 
clothing,  or  other  necessities  of  life. 
In  our  free  Republic  this  is  not  the 
function  of  the  Federal  Government. 

I  protest,  too,  the  confusion  of  the 
intent  of  Congress  in  the  continuation 
of  this  program.  When  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  to  school  lunch  programs  was 
started  in  the  midthirties  it  wTas  for 
the  purpose  of  helping  to  dispose  of  sur¬ 
plus  agriculture  commodities.  We  have 
now  expanded  the  program  to  the  point 
where  the  President  creates  surpluses  to 
provide  school  lunches  in  order  to  carry 
on  a  Government-sponsored  plan  for 
proper  nutrition.  Again,  I  say,  this  is 
not  the  role  of  the  Federal  Government. 

It  is  time  we  in  Congress  stand  on 
constitutional  principles  before  we  vote 
to  continue  old  programs  or  institute 
new  ones  which  violate  the  Constitution. 
It  was  on  the  basis  of  principle  that  the 
school  board  of  the  Richardson,  Tex., 
school  district  only  last  night  voted  to 
discontinue  Federal  assistance  for  its 
school  lunch  program  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  such  assistance  totaled  some 
$130,000  in  the  past  fiscal  year.  This 
is  the  kind  of  responsible  action  our  cit¬ 
izens  are  prepared  to  take.  Surely  Con- 
gress  can  do  no  less.  


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just1 
passed.  / 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection7 to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iwest 
Virginia?  / 

There  was  no  objection.  / 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr.  TRIMBLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  roll- 
call  No.  99  I  was  unavoidably  absent. 
Had  I  been  present,  I  .would  have  voted 
“nay.”  / 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  ZABLOCKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  No.  99  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 
I  was  present  and  voted  “yea”  and  I  ask 
unanimous/consent  that  the  Record  be 
corrected/accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisponsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 


TAX  RATE  EXTENSION  ACT  OF  1962 

Mr.  DELANEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  675  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution,  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11879) 
to  provide  a  one -year  extension  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  corporate  normal-tax  rate  and  of  certain 
excise-tax  rates,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
all  points  of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby 
waived.  That  after  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  three  hours,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  the  bill  shall 
be  considered  as  having  been  read  for  amend¬ 
ment.  No  amendment  shall  be  in  order  to 
said  bill  except  amendments  offered  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  said  amendments  shall  be  in  or¬ 
der,  any  rule  to  the  contrary  notwithstand¬ 
ing.  Amendments  offered  by  direction  of  the 
vCommittee  on  Ways  and  Means  may  be  of- 
rered  to  any  section  of  the  bill  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  general  debate,  but  said 
amendments  shall  not  be  subject  to  amend¬ 
ment  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considers/ 
tion  oK  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  tc/the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may/nave 
been  adopted,  and  the  previous  onestion 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  oiyahe  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  fin/  passage 
without  intervening  motion,  except  one  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit.X  / 

Mr.  DELANEY /\Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown];  pendins/that  I  yield  my¬ 
self  such  time  as  I  maVconsume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  675 
provides  for  the  /onsideiRion  of  H.R. 
11879,  a  bill  to  provide  a  lVear  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  existing  corporate  normal- 
tax  rate  and  Al  certain  excise-Wx  rates, 
and  for  oth/r  purposes.  The  reRlution 
provides  fiar  a  closed  rule,  waiving  Rints 
of  ordervwith  3  hours  of  general  debate. 

H.R./11879  continues  the  present  cor¬ 
porate  tax  rate  and  certain  existing 
excise  tax  rates  for  1  year.  In  addition, 
it/continues  for  6  months  the  present 
10-percent  tax  with  respect  to  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  persons.  At  that  time,  the 
bill  provides  for  the  expiration  of  the 
excise  tax  on  all  forms  of  transportation 
of  persons  except  transportation  of  per¬ 
sons  by  air.  The  tax  on  the  transpor¬ 
tation  of  persons  by  air  is  continued  for 
an  additional  6  months,  or  until  July  1, 
1963,  but  at  a  5-percent  rather  than  a 
10-percent  rate. 

The  existing  tax  rates  which  this  bill 
continues  for  1  year,  or  until  July  1, 
1963,  are  the  present  52  percent  cor¬ 
porate  income  tax  rate,  which  would 
otherwise  revert  to  47  percent,  and  the 
present  rates  of  excise  tax  on  distilled 
spirits,  beer,  wine,  cigarettes,  passenger 
cars,  automobile  parts  and  accessories, 
and  general  telephone  service.  All  of  the 
taxes  affected  by  this  bill,  except  those 
relating  to  general  telephone  service  and 
transportation  of  persons,  are  taxes 
which  were  increased  at  the  time  of  the 
Korean  war.  The  Tax  Rate  Extension 
Act  of  1959  added  the  latter  two  taxes  to 
the  list  of  taxes  subject  to  automatic 
reduction. 


If  the  bill  were  not  enacted,  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  there  would  be  a  revenue 
loss  of  from  $4  to  $4.3  billion  in  a  fulf 
year  of  operation  and  a  loss  of  reven/e 
in  the  fiscal  year  1963  of  from  $2./ to 
$2.9  billion.  / 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of  no  opposition 
to  the  rule  and  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  resolution.  / 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speak/,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  DELANEY.  I  yield/to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa.  / 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  Ufie  gentleman  say 
that  all  or  nearly  alb/f  these  taxes  were 
levied  during  the  Korean  war? 

Mr.  DELANEY/  That  is4 right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  /The  taxes  w*ere  initiated 
or  were  incre/sed  as  a  result  of  the 
Korean  war; /is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DEL/INEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GR0SS.  Is  the  Korean  war  over? 
Mr.  DELANEY.  The  gentleman  and 
I  both /now  that  we  still  have  the  same 
conditions  now  that  existed  then. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Perhaps  this  question 
should  be  asked  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and  if 
ahe  gentleman  cannot  answer  it,  I  shall 
ask  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  why  there 
is  in  this  bill  each  year  an  extension  of 
the  tax  on  luxuries  as  well  as  on  essen¬ 
tials?  Why  we  do  not  have  a  bill  or 
legislative  procedure  by  which  we  can, 
if  we  desire,  vote  to  continue  the  tax  on 
nonessentials  and  vote  against  a  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  taxes  on  essentials? 

Mr.  DELANEY.  According  to  the 
testimony  before  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  explained  that  they 
did  not  have  sufficient  time  to  cover  some 
new  taxes  that  will  be  here  later,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  fuel  tax  on  -jets.  Some  of 
these  taxes  will  automatically  expire  at 
the  end  of  this  year,  except  as  relates 
to  the  transportation  by  air.  I  think  the 
gentleman  will  get  a  full  explanation  in 
committee. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  I  was  reading  in  the  news¬ 
papers  of  the  position  of  the  Secretary 
\f  the  Treasury,  Mr.  Dillon,  who  now 
says  that  next  year  the  Kennedy  admin¬ 
istration  will  call  for  an  income  tax 
reduction.  Does  this  bill  have  the  ap- 
provarof  Mr.  Dillon? 

Mr.  DELANEY.  I  understand  that 
Mr.  Dillon,  does  approve  of  this  bill,  but 
that  question  could  be  better  asked  of 
the  chairmanojf  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  wR>  will  take  the  floor  im¬ 
mediately  on  th\  adoption  of  the  rule. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I\thank  the  gentleman 
from  New  York.  \ 

Mr.  BROWN.  m\  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as R  may  consume, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  to  revise 
and  extend  my  remarks.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Withou\objection,  it 
is  so  ordered.  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  SpeakerRas  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mrv  De¬ 
laney],  a  member  of  the  Committed  on 
Rules,  has  so  ably  explained,  this  nfie 
does  make  in  order,  with  3  hours  of  geiR 
eral  debate,  the  consideration  of  the' 
bill  H.R.  11879,  under  a  closed  or  gag 
rule  that  will  prevent  the  offering  or 
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Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


AN  ACT 

To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended 

4  to  read  as  follows : 

5  “appropriations  authorized 

6  “Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized 

7  to  he  appropriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otlier- 

8  wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable 

9  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
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‘Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other 
than  section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“apportionments  to  states 

“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this 
Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion 
among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year 
for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two 
factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2) 
the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  ap¬ 
portionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  method:  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multi¬ 
plying  factors  (1)  and  (2)  ;  second,  divide  this  index  by 
the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States  (exclusive  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967)  ;  and 
third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be 
apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  ap- 


i 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

37 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


3 


portioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available 
under  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining 
States  in  the  same  manner.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-half  of  an)7  such  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  and  (2)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the 
period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1967, 
the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be 
$25,000  each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted 
from  the  funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining 
the  amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States.-’ 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “and  less  the  amount  apportioned 
to  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  less  the  amount  apportioned  by 
him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds 
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as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17, 
inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State 
is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the 
State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for 
the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  redesignated  as  section  12  and  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
thereof  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither 
the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement 
with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any 
school.  v  •  , 

“(d)  Lor  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“  ( 1 )  'State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

”  (2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State 
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legislature  may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school 
officer  ( such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruc¬ 
tion,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer) ,  or 
(B)  a  hoard  of  education  controlling  the  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501  (c) 
(3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“  (4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used 
by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
schoolchildren. 

“  (5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means  a  num¬ 
ber  equal  to  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  com¬ 
bination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating  in 
the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal 
to  or  greater  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  less 
than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
H.R.  11665 - 2 
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States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained 
by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
all  the  States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
such  State,  except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  9 
for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph 
(i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State 
and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certi¬ 
fied  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce; 
and  (ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for 
periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

“  (7)  ‘School'  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 
school  of  high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect 
to  Puerto  Eico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care 
centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto 
Eico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  section  10  thereof 
the  following  new  section : 
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“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963, 
and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  each  succeeding  fiscal  year,  to  provide 
additional  funds  to  certain  schools  (selected  on  the  basis  of 
factors  set  forth  in  subsection  (b)  )  to  assist  such  schools  to 
serve  free  and  reduced  price  lunches.  From  the  sums  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  reserve  such  amount  as  may  be  necessary,  but  not 
in  excess  of  3  per  centum  thereof,  for  apportionment  to  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa. 
Such  amount  shall  be  apportioned  among  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa  on  the  basis  of 
(1)  the  relative  numbers  of  free  and  reduced  price  lunches 
served  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  places,  (2) 
the  need  of  students  in  such  places  for  free  or  reduced  price 
lunches  and  (3)  the  relative  assistance  need  rates  of  such 
places.  The  remaining  amount  of  such  sums  appropriated 
for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  apportioned  among  the  States 
(other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and 
American  Samoa)  on  the  same  bases.  For  purposes  of  this 
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section,  American  Samoa  shall  be  deemed  to  have  an  assist¬ 
ance  need  rate  equal  to  such  rate  for  Guam,  for  periods  ending 
before  July  1,  1967. 

“  (b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c) ,  funds  appor¬ 
tioned  to  each  State  under  subsection  (a)  shall  be  paid  to 
selected  schools  in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  to  serve 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches.  Such  schools  and  the 
amounts  of  such  funds  that  each  shall  from  time  to  time 
receive  shall  be  determined  by  the  State  educational  agency 
on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors :  ( 1 )  The  economic  con¬ 
dition  of  the  area  from  which  such  schools  draw  attendance ; 
(2)  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools  for  free  or  reduced 
price  lunches ;  ( 3 )  the  percentages  of  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their  students;  (4) 
the  cost  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  to  the  aver¬ 
age  cost  of  school  lunches  throughout  the  State;  and  (5)  the 
need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assistance  as  reflected  by 
the  financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  programs  in  such 
schools. 

“  (c)  In  the  case  of  any  State  which  is  not  permitted  by 
law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit 
private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds 
apportioned  to  such  State  under  this  section  an  amount  which 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  such  free 
and  reduced  price  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
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by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  this  Act  in  the  State  hears  to  the  number  of  such  free 
and  reduced  price  lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  the 
State.  The  Secretary  shall  select  nonprofit  private  schools 
in  each  such  State  and  shall  determine  the  amounts  which 
shall  be  paid  to  each  such  school  from  time  to  time  from 
amounts  so  withheld,  on  the  basis  of  the  same  factors  set 
forth  in  subsection  (b).” 

Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  b}r  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  July  1,  1962. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  6,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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ffelGHLIGHTS:  Senate  subcommittee  voted  to  report  bi\ls  to  revise  school  lunch  fund 

Vapport  ionment  formula,  to  revise /extension  service  fund  apportionment  formula,  and 
provide  Federal-State  cooperation  in  administration  of\certain  Federal  laws.  House 
committee  reported  public  worlds  appropriation  bill.  Several  Beps.  debated  merits 
of  food  stamp  plan. 
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SENATE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Agricultural  Research  and  General  Legislation  Subcommittee 

of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  to  ohe  full  committee 
_ the  following  b/lls: P*  D724 


:or  appor- 


H.  R.  11665 ,  with  amendment,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

- S.  2998,  /o  amend  the  Smith-Lever  Act  so  as  to  revise  the  tormula^- 

tioning  funds  for  extension  work  among  the  States. 

S.  347/,  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with  the  States  in  the  ad^ninis- 
tratior/and  enforcement  of  certain  Federal  laws,  including  laws  administered 

by  this  Department.  f  N 

\.  Wiley  urged  this  Department  to  prepare  a  simplified  handbook  ot  larm 

and  programs,  and  inserted  his  letter  to  Secretary  Freeman  on  the  propoi 
15433 


2 


2 . \C0MMUNI CATIONS.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11040,  the  communications  satellite 

An.ll  (pp.  15383-416,  15433-5).  By  a  vote  of  63  to  27,  invoked  cloture  (two- 
thirds  of  the  Senators  present  and  voting  having  voted  in  the  affirmative) 
which  limits  further  debate  on  the  measure  to  not  to  exceed  one  hour  toy  each 
Senator  (pp.  15383-99).  By  a  vote  of  74  to  15,  tabled  an  amendment  by/Sen. 
MorseVo  give  NASA  greater  jurisdiction  over  the  satellite  program  (np.  15400' 
09).  Fy^  a  vote  of  66  to  20,  tabled  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Gruening  tcy  provide 
that  the\satellite  corporation  shall  pay  a  royalty  fee  for  inventions  and 
other  technology  furnished  by  the  Government  and  that  the  result/  of  inven¬ 
tions  furnished  by  the  Government  shall  be  available  to  the  U.  s/.  or  any  de¬ 
signee  in  the.  form  of  a  nonexclusive  royalty-free  license  (pp. /15413-4) . 

3.  WATERSHEDS.  Botk  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of 

improvement  on  the  following  watersheds:  Big  Wyacondah,  Iowa;  Lattas  Creek 
and  Stucker  Fork,  tpd. ;  Bee  Creek  and  Middle  Caney,  Kan. ;/Big  Muddy  Creek,  Ky, 
Bayou  Folse,  La.;  U^er  Bogue  Phalia,  Miss.;  Big  Indian -Creek,  Nebr.  ;  Lower 
Forest  River,  N.  Dak\  Middle  Fork-Hood  River,  Ore.;  and  Kaercher  Creek,  Pa. 
(to  Agriculture  Committees) ;  Brandywine  Creek,  Del.  a/d  Pa. ;  Twin  Caney,  Kan. 
Sandy  Creek'^  Pa. ;  and  Saiando  Creek  and  Valley  Creek/  Tex.  (to  Public  Works 
Committees),  pp.  15417,  15510  / 

4.  PROPERTY:  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  Both  Houses  received  fr/m  HEW  a  report  on  personal 

and  real  property  disposed  of 'to  public  health /and  educational  institutions 
and  civil  defense  organizations^  pp.  15417,  13510 

5.  BUDGET.  Received  from  the  President  an  amendment  to  the  budget  for  fiscal  yea: 

1963  for  $20,206,000  for  the  General  Services  Administration  (S.  Doc.  120). 
p.  15417  A  / 

6.  SOVIET  AGRICULTURE.  Sen.  Goldwater  inflated  a  series  of  articles  by  an  Ariz. 

columnist  describing  life  in  Russia Vine Tuding  his  description  of  life  on 
state  and  collective  farms,  pp.  15424-33  \. 

#0USE  \ 

7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  12900,  the  public 

works  appropriation  bill  for/1963  (H.  Rept.  2223 A  p.  15510  { 

Passed  without  amendment  R.  R.  12870,  the  military  construction  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  1963.  pp.  1/5446-54  \ 

8.  FOOD  STAMPS.  Rep.  Sullivan  and  Rep.  Bailey  commended  tne  food  stamp  program 

(pp.  15476-7),  Rep.  Hall  criticized  the  program,  p.  13477 

9.  TEXTILES.  Rep.  HempHill  and  Rep.  Whitener  discussed  the  plrght  of  the  textile 

industry  in  the  South.  pp.  15480-9,  15491-4  \ 

10.  FARM  PROGRAM.  R*(p.  Johnson,  Wis.,  inserted  a  statement  of  the  National  Council 

of  Farmer  Cooperatives  criticizing  the  CED  reporton  farm  policy  saying  it"is 
unrealistic  add  Unacceptable  for  many  reasons."  pp.  15505-7  \ 

11.  PERSONNEL,  /conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12180,  to  extend  for  a  temporary 

period  the  existing  provisions  of  law  relating  to  the  free  import at iorKof 
persona/  and  household  effects  brought  into  the  U.  S.  under  Government  orders, 
Senate/ conferees  have  not  been  appointed,  pp.  15444-5  \ 

12.  TARIJPeS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  10928,  to  transfer  caserp 

or/lactarene  to  the  free  list  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930.  This  bill  will  now\ 
be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  15445 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  voted  to  ripolht  bills  for  revised  apportionment  of 
school  lunch  and  extension  work  funds , /expanded  forestry  research,  land  develop¬ 
ment  program  in  Alaska,  and  cooperation  with  Spates  in  administration  of  agricul¬ 
tural  laws.  Senate  committee  reported  roads  biM.  Sen,  Neuberger  urged  removal 
of  Jones  Act  restrictions  on  lumber  shipments  to \uert0  Rico.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged 
discontinuance  of  administrative /budget . 

SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY/COMMITTEE ,  The  AgricultureXand  Forestry  Committee 
voted  to  report  (but  dad  not  actually  report)  withoutV amendment  S.  2805,  to 
provide  for  a  program!  of  agricultural  land  development\in  Alaska;  S.  3589, 
authorizing  acquisition  of  certain  lands  in  Wright  County,  Minn. ,  for  exchange 
for  State-owned  1/nds  in  Superior  National  Forest ;  S.  34X3,  to  provide  further 
cooperation  with/the  States  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain 
Federal  laws;  /H.  R.  9728,  authorizing  an  increase  from  $2.5\million  to  $5  mil¬ 
lion  in  the  annual  appropriation  under  the  Cooperative  Forest\Management  Act; 

H.  R.  12589/ to  revise  the  formula  for  the  distribution  of  Federal  funds  for 
agricultural  extension  work;  with  amendment  H,  R.  12688,  authorising  coopera- 
tion  witj*  and  encouragement  of  the  States  in  carrying  out  programs,  of  forestry 

11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  the  apportionment  among 
the  States  of  funds  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  D808 


2.  INTERIOR  AND  INSULAR  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  3335,  changing  the 
/name  of  Big  Hole  Battlefield  National  Monument  to  Big  Hole  National  Battler 


fi&Ld,  and  acquiring  additional  land  therefor  (amended);  S.  3530,  authorizing 
acquisition  of  land  along  the  Delaware  River  for  the  creation  of  Tocks  Island 
National  Recreation  Area  (amended);  S.  3160,  to  amend  the  act  concerning  yttome • 
stead  ^itry  on  land  containing  coal,  oil,  and  gas  so  as  to  extend  its  p/6vi- 
tov 


sions  to\the  towns ite  laws  applicable  in  Alaska  (amended);  S.  J.  Res.  Z36,  to 
determine  the  susceptibility  of  minerals  to  electrometallurgical  processes 
(amended); 'H .  R.  9230,  to  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  discretionary 
authority  to\ sell  certain  mineral  and  vegetative  materials  on  public  lands  by 
negotiation  rabher  than  by  competitive  bid  when  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
Government;  H.  'R.  10540,  to  make  deposits  of  petrified  wood  disposable  under 
the  Materials  Ac't;  and  H.  R.  11164,  to  approve  an  amendatory  r/payment  con¬ 
tract  negotiated  With  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basis  Irrigation  District,  p.  D809 


3.  ROADS.  The  Public  WoYks  Committee  reported  with  amendments/H.  R.  12135*  the 
proposed  Federal -Aid  Righway  Act  of  1962,  which  includes  .authorizations  for 
forest  highways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails/! S.  Rept.  1997)* 

p.  17^25 
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FORESTRY.  Sen.  Neuberger  stated  that  no  domestic  IxwMer  is  now  being  shipped  to 
Puerto  Rico  because  of  certain  restrictions  of  the/Jones  Act  and  that  she  in¬ 
tended  to  propose  an  amendment  to  the  foreign  trade  bill  to  permit  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  waive  Jones,  Act  requirement/  with  respect  to  such  lumber 
shipments  to  Puerto  Rico.  p.  17427 


5.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  that  th&.  present/4dministrative  budget  be  replaced 
by  two  budgets,  "the  current  budget  \overed  by  current  revenues,  and  the  capi¬ 
tal  budget  financed  largely  by  borrowings'  backed  up  by  capital  assets  and  by 
earnings  from  these  projects,"  and  stated  that  "until  we  scrap  the  obsolete 
accounting  procedures  of  the  Federal  administrative  budget,  we  will  be  unable 
to  create  the  dynamism  which  one  has/a  r%ht  to  expect  from  the  leader  of  the 
free  world."  pp.  17557-8 


6.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H./R.  IO650,  tlife  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962 
(pp.  17425-7*  17440-556).  Agreed  to  a  unanimous -consent  agreement  that, 
effective  Thurs.,  Sept.  6,  further  debate  on  thevbill  will  be  limited  to  four 
hours  (p.  17516).  Sen.  McCarthy  inserted  a  statement  to  clarify  the  tax  stat\y 
of  farmers  *  cooperatives  af/er  Sen.  Kerr  assured  him  that  "I  have  a  positive  L 
conviction  that  nothing  in/ the  bill  would  lose  to  a\:ooperative  any  tax-exempt 
status  it  now  has  under  existing  law"  (p.  17551) . 


7.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee Veported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  575*  to  auxhorize  construction  of  the  upper  division  of  the  Baker 
reclamation  project/  Ore.  (S.  Rept.  1996).  p.  17425 


8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Tfie  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  a  subcommitte^\of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee/ ’marked  up  and  agreed  to  report  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Works  proposed/ funds  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  and  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  embodied  in  H.  R.  12900,  fiscal  1963  appropriations  fo\public  works.’ 
p.  D808 


9.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen. Neuberger  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  t*e-  pi 
to  H.  R/  11970*  I!6  foreign  trade  bill,  p.  17425 


/posed 


10. 


FORESTRY;  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  his  speech  at  the  Weste] 
States  Democratic  Conference  at  Seattle,  Wash.,  on  Aug.  5,  in  which  he  disN 
cusses  legislation  relating  to  forestry,  natural  resource  development,  and 
other  subjects,  pp, 
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NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  FUNDS 


September  7,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11665] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  with  amendments. 

SHORT  EXPLANATION 

This  bill,  with  the  committee  amendments,  would  amend  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  to — 

(1)  Revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 

■  to  States  to  base  it  on  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the 

preceding  year  and  a  slightly  modified  assistance  need  factor 
(instead  of  on  the  number  of  children  aged  5  to  17  and  the 
assistance  need  factor); 

(2)  Provide  for  a  3-year  transition  to  the  new  formula  (75 
percent  of  the  funds  being  apportioned  on  the  old  formula  and 
25  percent  of  the  new  formula  the  first  year,  50  percent  being 
apportioned  on  each  formula  the  second  year;  and  25  percent 
being  apportioned  on  the  old  formula  and  75  percent  on  the 
new  formula  the  third  year); 

(3)  Change  the  formula  for  division  of  State  apportionments 
between  public  and  private  schools  (where  such  division  is 
required)  to  base  it  on  the  number  of  lunches  served  instead  ot 
the  number  of  students;  and 

(4)  Provide  for  special  assistance  to  certain  schools  to  help 
them  serve  free  or  reduced  price  lunches. 

The  committee  amendments  (i)  make  the  formula  for  apportionment 
of  special  assistance  funds  more  definite  and  (ii)  provide  lor  a  3-year 
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transition  from  the  old  to  the  new  formula  instead  of  a  1-year  transi¬ 
tion. 

HEARING 

Hearings  were  held  by  the  subcommittee  and  have  been  printed. 
All  witnesses,  including  those  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
favored  enactment  of  the  bill. 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION 

P  Federal  assistance  to  school  lunch  programs  began  in  the  mid-1930’s 
when  foods  acquired  by  the  Department  under  the  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  32  were  donated  to  schools  for  use  in  school  lunch  programs. 
In  1943,  when  wartime  demand  for  food  had  virtually  eliminated 
surplus-removal  purchase,  the  Department  inaugurated  a  new  pro¬ 
gram  under  which  section  32  funds  would  be  used  to  make  cash  pay¬ 
ments  to  schools  to  help  them  to  make  local  purchases  of  food. 

In  the  next  3  fiscal  years — 1944  through  1946 — -the  authority  to  . 
operate  this  type  of  cash  reimbursement  program  with  section  32  v 
funds  was  provided  in  the  annual  appropriation  act  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture. 

The  National  School  Lunch  Act  was  approved  by  the  President  in 
June  1946.  It  placed  responsibility  for  the  administration  of  the 
program  in  State  educational  agencies. 

They  select  schools  for  participation,  make  agreements  with  par¬ 
ticipating  schools,  pay  reimbursement  claims  from  funds  advanced  to 
the  States  by  the  Department,  and  generally  supervise  operations  in 
the  local  schools  within  the  policies  and  regulations  established  by 
the  Department  of  Agriculture.  The  act  did  provide,  however,  that 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  would  continue  to  administer  the 
program  in  private  schools  in  those  States  where,  by  State  law,  the 
State  educational  agency  was  prohibited  from  disbursing  funds  to 
private  schools. 

The  Department  now  administers  the  private  school  program  in 
28  States  and  in  the  territory  of  Guam. 

Other  major  features  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  were: 

(а)  A  specific  formula  for  the  distribution  of  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States. 

(б)  Direction  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  determine  nutri¬ 
tional  standards  for  lunches  served.  The  type  A  lunch  established 
to  meet  these  standards  includes  a  half  pint  of  milk,  a  protein-rich 
food,  fruits,  and  vegetables,  bread  and  butter  or  fortified  margarine. 

( c )  Direction  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  establish  a  maximum 
rate  of  cash  reimbursement  for  each  lunch  served  in  participating 
schools. 

(. d )  A  requirement  that  lunches  be  served  free  or  at  a  reduced 
price  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  prevailing  price. 

( e )  A  requirement  that  participating  schools  operate  their  lunch 
programs  on  a  nonprofit  basis. 

(/)  Section  6  of  the  act  gave  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  authority 
to  use  a  portion  of  the  appropriation  lor  the  direct  purchase  of  foods 
for  distribution  to  participating  schools. 

(; g )  Provision  was  made  for  the  continued  distribution  of  section  32 
foods  to  participating  schools.  Also,  section  416  of  the  Agricultural 


NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  FUNDS  3 

Act  of  1949  provides  authority  to  donate  to  school  lunch  programs, 
food  commodities  acquired  under  price  support  operations. 

(, h )  The  act  also  provided  for  the  matching  of  Federal  cash  grants 
from  sources  within  the  State  at  a  3  to  1  ratio  beginning  in  1955, 
with  downward  adjustments  for  States  having  a  per  capita  income 
below  the  national  average.  The  value  of  commodities  donated  to 
schools  does  not  have  to  be  matched.  Also,  as  interpreted  on  the 
basis  of  legislative  history,  children’s  payments  for  lunches  are  con¬ 
sidered  as  part  of  the  matching  funds. 

The  act  provides  that  at  least  75  percent  of  the  annual  appropria¬ 
tion  be  provided  to  States  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Up  to 
3 %  percent  can  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  ex¬ 
penses  and  the  remaining  amount,  21%  percent,  may  be  used  to  make 
special  purchases  for  the  program  as  authorized  by  section  6. 

In  actual  practice,  more  than  the  minimum  amount  is  provided 
to  the  States  in  the  form  of  cash  payments.  Federal  administrative 
expenses  last  year  were  about  1.7  percent  of  the  appropriation  and  the 
amount  reserved  for  section  6  purchases  has  been  established  at 
approximately  15  million  dollars  for  a  number  of  years. 

In  1962,  for  example,  85.7  percent  of  the  appropriation  was  used  for 
cash  reimbursement,  or  $12.4  million  more  than  required  under  the 
minimum  75  percent  requirement. 

Since  1959,  Congress  lias  also  authorized  the  transfer  of  additional 
sums  of  section  32  funds  to  supplement  the  section  6  direct  procure¬ 
ment  program.  The  following  table  shows  the  amount  of  Federal 
cash  and  commodity  food  assistance  available  to  the  school  lunch 
program  for  this  fiscal  year: 


Fiscal  year  1961-62 

Appropriation :  Millions  of  dollars 

Cash  food  assistance _  98.  6 

Purchase  of  sec.  6  commodities _  14.  4 

Special  commodity  funds: 

Transfer  from  sec.  32 _  45.  0 

Additional  sec.  6  funds _  10.  0 

Sec.  32  and  sec.  416  donations  this  year:  Estimated  cost _  111.  0 


Grand  total _  279.  0 


With  respect  to  the  additional  $10  million  made  available  for  section 
6  commodity  purchases,  the  Congress  authorized  that  up  to  $2% 
million  can  be  used  to  inaugurate  a  program  of  special  assistance  to 
needy  schools  which  because  of  poor  local  economic  conditions  (1) 
have  not  been  operating  a  school  lunch  program  or  (2)  have  been 
serving  free  or  at  substantially  reduced  prices  at  least  20  percent  of 
the  lunches  to  children. 

State  and  local  sources,  exclusive  of  children’s  payments  for  lunches, 
have  also  provided  increasingly  greater  support  to  the  lunch  program. 
At  the  present  time,  over  $250  million  is  coming  into  the  program 
from  these  sources.  Out  of  a  total  program  cost  of  $1.2  billion  for 
last  year,  about  24  percent  came  from  the  Federal  Government,  55 
percent  from  children,  and  21  percent  from  State  and  local  sources. 

Last  year,  14.1  million  children  were  participating  in  the  program. 
This  represents  about  32.5  percent  of  the  children  enrolled  in  ele¬ 
mentary  and  secondary  schools.  Almost  2.4  billion  lunches  were 
served  to  these  children  and  1  out  of  10  of  these  lunches  was  served 
free  or  at  reduced  prices  to  children  who  could  not  afford  to  pay  the 
full  price  of  the  lunch. 
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THE  APPORTIONMENT  FORMULA 

The  formula  under  which  cash  assistance  funds  are  now  appor¬ 
tioned  among  the  States  and  territories  involves  two  factors:  (1)  The 
school-age  population  in  each  State — A  measure  of  the  maximum 
potential  size  of  the  program;  and  (2)  the  relationship  of  each  State’s 
per  capita  income  to  national  per  capita  income — a  measure  of  the 
relative  need  of  the  various  States  for  Federal  assistance. 

The  act  provides  that  States  shall  use  these  funds  to  reimburse 
participating  schools  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  lunches  served. 
The  maximum  allowable  payment  of  9  cents  for  a  type  A  lunch  has 
been  established  by  Department  regulations,  but,  last  year,  the 
national  average  Federal  cash  assistance  rate  was  approximately 
4.2  cents. 

Because  the  program  has  grown  faster  in  some  States  than  in  others 
in  actual  practice  the  average  per-meal  rates  of  cash  assistance  any 
State  is  able  to  pay  to  its  participating  schools  out  of  its  share  of  the 
available  cash  funds,  tends  to  be  related  more  to  the  rate  of  program 
growth  than  to  need,  as  measured  by  the  per  capita  income  of  a 
State.  In  other  words,  the  States  share  in  the  cash  funds  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  school-age  children  in  the  State,  adjusted  by 
relative  need.  However,  they  disburse  the  funds  to  schools  on  the 
basis  of  the  number  of  lunches  served  to  those  children  who  are 
actually  participating  in  the  program. 

Thus,  a  higher  income  State  with  below  average  participation  may 
be  able  to  reimburse  its  schools  with  a  higher  average  per  meal  pay¬ 
ment  out  of  its  share  of  the  funds  than  can  a  lower  income  State  with 
above  average  participation. 

Likewise,  the  act  now  provides  that  when  a  State’s  share  of  the 
cash  assistance  funds  must  be  divided  between  the  public  and  private 
schools,  such  a  division  be  based  upon  the  relative  number  of  children 
attending  school  in  each  type  of  school  within  the  State.  Here,  too, 
variations  in  the  rate  of  school  lunch  growth  can  result  in  differences 
within  a  State  in  the  average  rate  of  payment  that  can  be  provided 
to  public  schools  by  the  State  and  to  private  schools  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  This  is  a  problem,  of  course,  only  in  those  States  where  it  is 
necessary  for  the  Department  to  administer  the  program  in  private 
schools. 

The  bill  would  take  differences  in  the  rate  of  program  growth  into 
account  by  substituting  the  factor  of  participation  in  the  apportion¬ 
ment  formula  for  the  number  of  school-age  children.  The  cash  as¬ 
sistance  funds  would  be  apportioned  among  the  States  on  the  basis  of 
the  number  of  type  A  lunches  served  in  each  State  in  the  preceding 
year,  with  below-average-income  States  receiving  relatively  more 
assistance  per  meal  than  average-or  above-average-income  States. 

In  the  proposed  formula,  the  lower  income  States  would  be  provided 
with  a  larger  per  meal  allowance  by  applying  a  value  of  five  to  each 
lunch  served  in  average  or  above-average  income  States  and  a  higher 
value,  up  to  a  maximum  of  nine,  in  below-average  income  States. 

The  same  factor  of  participation — as  measured  by  the  number  of 
type  A  meals  served  in  the  preceding  year — would  be  used  to  divide 
funds  between  public  and  private  schools  within  a  State  whenever 
such  a  division  is  necessary.  This  would  result  in  the  same  average 
per  meal  rates  of  assistance  for  public  schools  and  private  schools,  in 
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those  States  in  which  the  program  in  private  schools,  because  of  State 
law,  is  directly  administered  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Currently,  those  States  which  have  been  most  successful  in  extend¬ 
ing  the  program  to  more  schools  and  to  more  children  have  found 
themselves  in  the  position  of  having  to  spread  available  cash  funds 
thinner  and  thinner  as  the  number  of  "type  A  lunches  steadily  increased. 
This,  necessarily,  has  served  to  impede  further  development  of  the 
program.  The  proposed  formula  will  provide  an  equitable  basis  for 
the  division  of  the  amount  of  cash  assistance  funds  that  the  Congress 
annually  will  make  available  under  the  regular  appropriation  process. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  EXPLANATION 

Section  1.  Nonsubstantive  technical  amendments 

Section  1  makes  no  substantive  change.  It  amends  section  3  of  the 
act  to  (1)  eliminate  language  making  1947  the  initial  year  for  which 
appropriations  are  authorized,  and  (2)  restrict  appropriations  author¬ 
ized  by  section  3  of  the  act  to  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  now 
authorized  (excluding  the  new  purposes  for  which  separate  appropria¬ 
tions  are  authorized  by  new  sec.  11  of  the  act). 

Section  2.  Revision  of  the  apportionment  formula 

Section  2  revises  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  food  assistance 
funds  among  the  States,  substituting  past  program  participation  for 
the  present  school-age-children  factor,  and  putting  upper  and  lower 
limits  on  the  assistance  need  factor.  At  present  such  funds  are 
apportioned  to  each  State  on  the  basis  of  (1)  the  number  of  children 
in  the  State  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17,  inclusive,  multiplied  by  (2) 
the  ratio  of  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States  to  the  per 
capita  income  of  the  State.  Under  the  bill  such  funds  would  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  (1)  the  number  of  type  A  lunches  (those 
meeting  the  requirements  of  sec.  9  of  the  act)  served  in  the  preceding 
year,  multiplied  by  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate.  For  States  having  an 
average  per  capita  income  at  least  equal  to  the  national  average,  the 
assistance  need  rate  would  be  5.  For  all  other  States  the  assistance 
need  rate  would  be  5  multiplied  by  the  ratio  of  the  national  average 
per  capita  income  to  the  State  average  per  capita  income,  but  in  no 
event  more  than  9.  Thus,  the  assistance  need  rate  for  States  having 
higher  than  average  per  capita  incomes  cannot  be  less  than  5  and  the 
assistance  need  rate  for  States  having  low  per  capita  incomes  cannot 
be  in  excess  of  9.  The  use  of  minimum  and  maximum  factors  of  5  and 
9  grew  out  of  proposals  to  establish  minimum  and  maximum  cash 
assistance  rates  of  5  cents  and  9  cents  per  meal.  The  actual  assistance 
rate  per  meal  would,  of  course,  depend  on  the  total  amount  to  be 
apportioned  and  the  actual  number  of  lunches  served,  as  well  as  the 
past  participation  rate  and  the  assistance  need  rate,  so  that  the  bill 
does  not  establish  minimum  and  maximum  cash  assistance  rates. 

For  the  fiscal  years  beginning  in  1962,  1963,  and  1964  transitional 
formulas  would  be  used.  The  first  year  three-quarters  of  the  funds 
would  be  apportioned  under  the  old  formula  and  one-quarter  would 
be  apportioned  under  the  new  formula  provided  by  the  bill.  The 
second  year  one-half  would  be  apportioned  under  each  formula.  The 
third  year  one-quarter  would  be  apportioned  under  the  old  formula 
and  three-quarters  would  be  apportioned  under  the  new  formula. 
The  new  formula  would  then  become  fully  effective  with  the  fiscal 
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year  beginning  July  1,  1965.  As  passed  by  the  House,  the  bill  pro¬ 
vided  for  a  1-year  transition  period. 

At  present  apportionments  to  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands  are  limited  to  3  percent  of  the  total  fund  to  be  apportioned, 
except  that  the  apportionment  to  each  shall  not  be  less  than  an 
amount  which  will  result  in  an  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  equal 
to  that  for  the  State  (other  than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands)  having  the  lowest  per  capita  income.  Under  this  formula  it 
has  been  necessary  to  increase  the  total  apportionment  to  these  pos¬ 
sessions  above  the  3  percent  limit  in  order  to  raise  the  per  child 
allotment  for  Puerto  Rico  and  the  Virgin  Islands  to  that  of  the  State 
having  the  lowest  per  capita  income.  In  view  of  the  changes  in  the 
general  apportionment  formula  substituting  a  participation  rate  factor 
for  the  school-age  children  factor  and  limiting  the  maximum  assistance 
need  factor  to  9,  the  bill  strikes  out  the  special  apportionment  formula 
in  existing  law  for  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands,  so  that 
the  new  apportionment  formula  would  be  applicable  to  these  posses¬ 
sions  in  the  same  manner  as  to  the  other  States. 

American  Samoa,  which  would  be  made  eligible  for  assistance  under 
the  act,  would  not  be  covered  by  the  apportionment  formula  appli¬ 
cable  to  other  States  until  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1967.  It 
would  be  apportioned  $25,000  for  each  of  the  5  fiscal  years  prior  to 
July  1,  1967.  _ 

The  definition  of  “schoolchildren”  is  deleted  from  section  4  of  the 
act,  since  that  term  would  be  dropped  from  the  apportionment  for¬ 
mula.  The  definition  of  “school”  is  transferred  unchanged  to  sec¬ 
tion  12  of  the  act  (the  definition  section,  as  renumbered).  The  provi¬ 
sion  of  section  4  of  the  act  providing  for  the  use  of  the  latest  per  capita 
income  figures  certified  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  is  transferred 
to  section  12  and  amended  to  provide  for  determination  on  the  basis 
of  the  3  most  recent  years  for  which  data  are  available  and  certified 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Since  section  5  of  the  act  provides  for  apportionment  of  nonfood 
cash  assistance  funds  in  the  same  manner  as  cash  food  assistance  funds, 
the  changes  made  in  section  4  of  the  act  by  the  bill  would  also  change 
the  nonfood  assistance  apportionment  formula  in  the  same  manner. 
However,  appropriation  acts  consistently  prohibit  the  use  of  any  funds 
for  nonfood  assistance,  so  that  the  change  in  the  nonfood  assistance 
apportionment  formula  is  of  little  significance. 

Other  changes  made  in  section  4  of  the  act  by  section  2  of  the  bill 
are  of  an  editorial  nature  and  have  no  substantive  significance. 

The  following  table  1  was  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  illustrate  the  effect  of  the  proposed  changes  in  the  apportion¬ 
ment  formula  after  it  becomes  fully  effective  following  the  transition 
period.  The  illustration  uses  a  cash  assistance  fund  of  $98.6  million 
which  was  the  amount  apportioned  for  fiscal  1962. 
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Table  1. — Payments  to  States  under  present  formula  for  apportionment  and  under 
proposed  formula  when  proposed  formula  is  fully  effective 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

With  a  cas 
fund  of  $ 

Present 

method 

a  assistance 
98,600,000 

Proposed 

method 

Alabama _ 

2,779 

3, 241 

Alaska-- - - 

92 

60 

Arizona-  — . . 

807 

822 

Arkansas - .. - 

1,582 

2,053 

California _ 

6, 143 

4,376 

Colorado..  - 

873 

926 

Connecticut _ 

926 

833 

Delaware. . . . 

159 

186 

District  of  Columbia _ 

215 

89 

Florida - 

2,  671 

3,605 

Georgia . . 

2,988 

4,485 

Guam - 

72 

54 

Hawaii _ 

354 

677 

Idaho _ _ 

465 

460 

Illinois _ 

3,977 

3,079 

Indiana _ _ - 

2, 402 

2, 295 

Iowa _ 

1,567 

2, 078 

Kansas _ 

1.161 

1,185 

Kentucky _ 

2,  342 

2,966 

Louisiana - 

2,  501 

4, 491 

Maine . . . - 

580 

532 

Maryland _ -  _ 

1,455 

1,222 

Massachusetts _ 

2,  079 

1,935 

Michigan... _ 

3,858 

2,423 

Minnesota  _ 

1,910 

2,349 

Mississippi _ 

2, 403 

2,  966 

Missouri _ 

2,  049 

2,376 

Montana _ 

406 

291 

State 

With  a  casi 
fund  of  $£ 

Present 

method 

assistance 

8,600,000 

Proposed 

method 

Nebraska . . 

734 

714 

Nevada _ _ 

106 

76 

New  Hampshire _ 

313 

269 

New  Jersey _ 

2, 325 

1,209 

New  Mexico _ 

697 

659 

New  York... . 

5,834 

6, 070 

North  Carolina _ 

3, 598 

5, 364 

North  Dakota. . . 

430 

559 

Ohio _ 

4,  569 

3. 738 

Oklahoma _ 

1,  406 

1,448 

Oregon _ _ 

893 

938 

Pennsylvania _ 

5,257 

3,  757 

Puerto  Rico _ 

3,690 

2, 657 

Rhode  Island . .  ... 

395 

180 

South  Carolina _ 

2, 270 

3,343 

South  Dakota _ 

426 

372 

Tennessee _ 

2,686 

3,044 

Texas _ 

5,820 

4, 077 

Utah _ _ 

604 

650 

Vermont _  ._. 

237 

172 

Virginia..  _ 

2,460 

2, 663 

Virgin  Islands _ 

38 

64 

Washington _ 

1,392 

1,330 

West  Virginia _ 

1,366 

1,236 

Wisconsin _ _ 

2,063 

1,765 

Wyoming _ 

175 

191 

Total . . 

98, 600 

98, 60» 

Note. — Cash  assistance  under  proposed  formula  based  on  estimated  number  of  meals  served  in  fiscal 
year  1962  and  on  average  per  capita  income  of  latest  3  years  available— 1958,  1959,  and  1960. 


Tlie  number  of  children  participating  in  the  program  in  fiscal  year 
1962  is  set  out  in  the  following  table  2: 


Table  2. — Number  of  children  participating,  fiscal  year  1962  1 


State 

Number  of 
children 

State 

Number  of 
children 

Alabama _ _ 

363,  582 

9,  345 
121,125 
211,  534 
698, 885 
160, 304 
136,  339 
30, 000 
16,  644 
512, 004 
503,  460 
2,250 

116.310 
69, 360 

454,  781 

409. 311 
310,  569 
177,  775 
379,  672 
593,  401 

75,  452 
201,  303 
335,  991 
409,  644 
372,  243 
280,  560 
389, 108 
51,  645 

Nebraska _ 

117,818 
12,  473 
43, 364 
193, 356 
87,  644 
972, 889 
593,  261 
77, 083 
653,  207 
208,  828 
152, 153 
668,  255 
238,  765 

33,  716 
332,  526 

53,  677 
385,  442 
685, 012 
113,  275 

34,  085 
374,  743 

6,  464 
226,  279 
179,196 
296,  644 
31, 121 

Alaska _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

Arkansas _ 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  'V  ork _ 

Connecticut _ 

North  Carolina.  _  _ 

North  Dakota _ 

District  of  Columbia _ 

Ohio _ 

Oklahoma _ _ _  .. 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania _ _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ 

Iowa_  _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ 

Utah _ _ 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ 

Virgin  Islands _ 

Washington  _  ... 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

Missouri.* _ 

Total. _ _ 

14, 162,  773 

1  Preliminary. 
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Table  3,  with  the  explanation  following  it,  illustrates  the  factors 
used  in  the  proposed  apportionment  formula  and  the  manner  in 
which  they  would  be  applied. 


Table  3. — Formula  for  apportionment  of  funds  under  H.R.  11665  after  it  becomes 

fully  effective 


State 

Participa¬ 
tion  rate  1 

(1) 

Per  capita 
income  2 

(2) 

Per  carita 
income 
index 

(3) 

Assistance 
need  rate 

(4) 

Adjusted 
participation 
rats  (in  100 
units) 

(5) 

State’s 

share 

(percent) 

(6) 

Alabama . . .  _ 

60,  518, 000 

$1,420 

1. 51761 

7.6 

4,  599, 368 

3.  28706 

Alaksa .  . . 

1,689,000 

2, 575 

. 83689 

5.0 

84, 450 

. 06035 

Arizona _ _ _ 

20, 833, 000 

1,918 

1. 12357 

5.6 

1, 166, 648 

.  83378 

Arkansas _ _  . 

35, 101,  000 

1,305 

1. 65134 

8.3 

2,  913, 383 

2.  08213 

California . . 

124, 194,  COO 

2, 644 

.  81505 

5.0 

6,  209,  700 

4.  43792 

Colorado _ 

26,  289,  000 

2, 180 

.  98853 

5.0 

1,  314,  450 

.  93941 

Connecticut _  _ _ 

23,  641,  000 

2,782 

.  77462 

5.0 

1, 182, 050 

.  84478 

Delaware _ 

5,  284,  000 

3.001 

.  71809 

5.0 

264,  200 

. 18882 

District  of  Columbia _ 

2,  538,  000 

2,883 

.  74749 

5.0 

126,900 

. 09069 

Florida _ _ _ _ 

89,  740,  000 

1,  9C5 

1. 13123 

5.7 

5, 115, 180 

3.  65570 

Georgia _  .  . 

90,  914,  000 

1,549 

1.39122 

7.0 

6,  363,  980 

4.  54818 

Guam _ _ _ 

1,  348,  000 

1,897 

1. 13600 

5.7 

76, 836 

.  05491 

Hawaii _ _ 

18,  480,  000 

2,062 

1. 04510 

5.2 

960, 960 

.  68678 

Idaho _  _ 

10,  872,  000 

1,792 

1.  20257 

6.0 

652, 320 

. 46620 

Illinois . . . 

87,  394,  000 

2,565 

.  84016 

5.0 

4,  369,  700 

3. 12292 

Indiana . . . 

63,  856,  000 

2,  096 

1.02815 

5.1 

3,  256,  656 

2.  32745 

Iowa . . _____ 

53,  605,  000 

1,958 

1. 10061 

5.5 

2,  948,  275 

2. 10706 

Kansas . . . . 

31,146,000 

1,998 

1.  07858 

5.4 

1,681,884 

1.  20200 

Kentucky _ 

58,  454,  000 

1,505 

1.  43189 

7.2 

4,  208,  688 

3.  00785 

Louisiana . 

95, 128,  000 

1,601 

1.  34603 

6.7 

6, 373,  576 

4.  55504 

Maine__  _ _ _ 

12,  589,  000 

1,  806 

1. 19324 

6.0 

755, 340 

.  53982 

Maryland _ 

34,  694,  000 

2,328 

.  92669 

5.0 

1,  734,  700 

1.  23975 

Massachusetts _ 

54,  906.  000 

2,445 

.  88139 

5.0 

2,  745,  300 

1.  96200 

Michigan,.- _ _ 

68,  774,  000 

2,  260 

. 95354 

5.0 

3,  438,  700 

2.  45756 

Minnesota _ 

61,  724,  000 

1,997 

1.  07912 

5.4 

3, 333,  096 

2,38208 

Mississippi _ _ 

46,  772,  000 

1,147 

1.  87881 

9.0 

4,  209,  480 

3.  00842 

Missouri . . .  __ 

67,  444,  000 

2, 137 

1.  00842 

5.0 

3,  372,  200 

2.  41003 

Montana _ _ 

7,  641,  000 

1,998 

1.  07858 

5.4 

412,  614 

.  29489 

Nebraska  ...  _ _ 

19, 120,  000 

2,034 

1.  05949 

5.3 

1,  013,  360 

.  72422 

Nevada _  _  _ 

2, 168,  000 

2,  708 

.  79579 

5.0 

108, 400 

.  07747 

New  Hampshire _ 

7,  060,  000 

1,998 

1.  07858 

5.4 

381,  240 

.  27246 

New  Jersev 

34, 320,  000 

2,  592 

. 83140 

5.0 

1,  716,  000 

1. 22638 

New  Mexico.  _ _ _  ___ 

15,  324,  000 

1,  773 

1.  21545 

6. 1 

934,  764 

.  66805 

New  York..  _ 

172,  292,  000 

2,712 

. 79462 

5.0 

8,  614,  600 

6. 15665 

North  Carolina _  __ 

105,  718.  000 

1,  503 

1.  43380 

7.2 

7, 611, 696 

5.  43990 

North  Dakota.  __  _ 

12,581,000 

1.697 

1.  26989 

6.3 

792,  603 

. 56645 

Ohio . . . 

106.  096,  000 

2,  272 

.  94850 

5.0 

5, 304,  800 

3. 79121 

Oklahoma . .  ___  __ 

34,  259,  000 

1,799 

1. 19789 

6.0 

2,  055,  540 

1.  46905 

Oregon _  _  . . 

26,  622,  000 

2,166 

.  99492 

5.0 

1,  331, 100 

. 95131 

Pennsylvania _ 

106,  638.  000 

2, 205 

.  97732 

5.0 

5, 331,  900 

3. 81058 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

41,  889,  000 

498 

4. 32731 

9.0 

3,  770,  010 

2.  69434 

Rhode  Island 

5,  022,  000 

2, 125 

1.  01412 

5.1 

256, 122 

.  18304 

South  Carolina _ 

58,  562,  000 

1,326 

1.  62519 

8.1 

4, 743,  522 

3. 39008 

South  Dakota _ 

8, 375,  000 

1.  703 

1. 26541 

6.3 

527,  625 

.  37708 

Tennessee.  _  _ 

59,  992,  000 

1,505 

1.  43189 

7.2 

4,  .319,  424 

3.  08699 

Texas _  _ _ 

101,  502.  000 

1,897 

1. 13600 

5.7 

5,  785,  614 

4. 13484 

Utah . . . . 

15, 905,  000 

1,854 

1.  16235 

5.8 

922, 490 

.  65928 

Vermont... . .  _. 

4,  061,000 

1,796 

1. 19989 

6.0 

243,  660 

. 17414 

Virginia _ _ 

62, 987, 000 

1,790 

1.  20391 

6.0 

3, 779, 220 

2. 70092 

Virgin  Islands . . 

1,014.000 

607 

3.  55025 

9.0 

91. 260 

.  06522 

Washington _ _ 

37, 744. 000 

2,245 

.  95991 

5.0 

1,  887,  200 

1. 34874 

West  Virginia _ 

26,  584, 000 

1,632 

1. 32047 

6.6 

1,  754,  544 

1.  25393 

Wisconsin _ _ 

48, 181,000 

2,089 

1.03159 

5.2 

2,  505,  412 

1.  79056 

Wyoming.. _ _ 

5, 416, 000 

2,179 

. 98899 

5.0 

270,  800 

.  19353 

Total _ 

2, 375, 000, 000 

2,155 

139, 923, 540 

100.  00000 

1  Estimated  number  of  meals  served  for  fiscal  year  1962. 

2  Average  of  3  years— 1958,  1959,  and  1960  (U.S.  average  $2,155).  For  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  and  Virgin 
Islands,  1957,  1958,  and  1960  used. 


Explanation  of  apportionment  formula. — The  apportionment  formula 
contained  in  H.R.  11665  is  designed  to  provide  an  equitable  distribu¬ 
tion  of  cash  food  assistance  funds  appropriated,  pursuant  to  section  4 
of  the  act,  among  the  States  (including  the  territories  eligible  for 
assistance  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act).  Under  the  proposed 
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formula,  each  State’s  share  of  the  available  cash  assistance  funds  is 
determined  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  Its  participation  rate, 
which  is  the  number  of  type  A  meals  served  in  the  State  during  the 
preceding  fiscal  year;  and  (2)  its  assistance  need  rate,  which  is  a  meas¬ 
urement  of  the  relationship  of  the  average  per  capita  income  of  the 
United  States  to  the  average  per  capita  income  of  each  State. 

The  application  of  these  two  factors  results  in  division  of  funds 
which  provides  relatively  larger  per  meal  payments  to  States  and 
territories  with  per  capita  income  below  the  national  average.  The 
specific  steps  taken  to  calculate  each  State’s  share  are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  number  of  type  A  meals  served  in  each  State  under  the 
program  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  which  is  the  participation 
rate,  is  taken  from  monthly  reports  submitted  to  the  Department  by 
each  State  educational  agency. 

(2)  The  Department  of  Commerce  certifies  to  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  per  capita  income  data  for  the  United  States  and  for  each 
of  the  States. 

(3)  The  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States  is  then  related  to  the 
per  capita  income  of  each  State  to  provide  a  measure  of  the  relative 
need  for  assistance  of  the  various  States.  This  relative  need  for 
assistance  is  expressed  as  a  value,  or  weight,  ranging  between  5  and  9, 
which  is  the  assistance  need  rate. 

Each  State  with  a  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  in  excess  of  the 
per  capita  income  of  the  United  States  is  assigned  a  value,  or  weight,  of 
5.  States  with  a  per  capita  income  less  than  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  United  States  are  assigned  a  value,  or  weight  in  excess  of  5,  up  to  a 
maximum  of  9,  depending  upon  the  relationship  of  U.S.  per  capita 
income  to  the  per  capita  income  of  such  States. 

For  example,  the  per  capita  income  of  the  United  States  is  $2,155 
(average  for  the  3  years  1958,  1959,  and  1960).  For  the  same  3-year 
period,  the  per  capita  income  of  Alaska  was  above  the  average  for  the 
United  States — $2,575.  Alaska  is  accordingly  assigned  a  value,  or 
weight,  of  5.  U.S.  income  was  1.51761  times  the  per  capita  income  of 
Alabama — $2,155  compared  with  $1,420.  Alabama,  therefore,  is 
assigned  a  value,  or  weight,  of  7.6  (5  times  1.51761). 

The  resulting  values  of  5  to  9  (the  assistance  need  rate)  is  then 
applied  to  the  number  of  type  A  meals  served  (the  participation  rate) 
to  adjust  the  number  of  meals  served  in  each  State  so  as  to  reflect  the 
relative  need  of  each  State.  The  adjusted  participation  rate  for  all  of 
the  States  is  totaled  to  obtain  an  adjusted  participation  rate  for  the 
United  States. 

(4)  A  percentage  distribution  is  then  calculated  to  determine  what 
percentage  of  the  U.S.  adjusted  participation  rate  is  to  be  assigned  to 
each  of  the  States.  This  percentage  factor  in  turn  is  applied  to  the 
total  amount  of  money  available  to  determine  the  amount  of  money 
to  be  received  by  each  State.  A  table  is  attached  showing  in  detail 
the  calculations  made  in  order  to  arrive  at  each  State’s  share  ol 
available  funds. 

(5)  Because  American  Samoa  will  not  have  previously  served  type 
A  meals  under  the  program,  a  special  reserve  of  $25,000  is  established 
under  H.R.  11665  for  each  of  the  first  5  fiscal  years  it  jvould  participate. 
Thereafter,  it  would  receive  funds  on  the  same  basis  as  other  States 
and  territories. 
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Section  3.  Nonsubstantive  technical  amendments 

Section  3  makes  no  substantive  change.  Subsection  (a)  strikes 
from  section  5  of  the  act  a  reference  to  a  sentence  of  section  4  of  the 
act,  which  would  be  repealed  by  section  2  of  the  bill.  Subsection  (b) 
amends  section  6  to  make  it  clear  that  special  assistance  funds  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  new  section  11  would  not  be  available  for  direct 
expenditure  by  the  Secretary  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods. 

Section  J+.  Revision  oj  private  school  apportionment  formula 

Section  4  amends  section  10  of  the  act,  which  provides  for  direct 
disbursement  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  funds  for  school  lunch 
programs  in  nonprofit  private  schools  which  are  located  in  States 
where  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse 
funds  to  nonprofit  private  schools  or  in  States  which  cannot  match 
Federal  funds  made  available  for  nonprofit  private  schools.  In  the 
case  of  such  States,  section  10,  as  now  in  effect,  reserves  from  a 
State’s  total  apportionment  for  such  disbursement  an  amount  based 
on  relative  numbers  of  students  attending  nonprofit  private  schools 
and  public  schools.  As  amended  by  the  bill,  the  amount  available 
for  disbursement  by  the  Secretary  to  nonprofit  private  schools  in 
such  a  State  from  the  State’s  apportionment  for  any  fiscal  year  would 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  relative  numbers  of  school  lunches 
served  under  the  act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  nonprofit  private 
schools  and  by  public  schools  in  such  State.  Only  type  A  lunches 
would  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  numbers  of  lunches 
served  by  both  categories  of  schools. 

Section  5.  Miscellaneous  and  de  finitions 

Section  5  redesignates  section  11  of  the  act  as  section  12  and  amends 
subsections  (c)  and  (d)  thereof.  The  only  change  made  in  sidisec- 
tion  (c)  is  to  omit  the  last  sentence,  which  requires  just  and  equitable 
distribution  of  funds  in  States  maintaining  separate  schools  for 
minority  and  majority  races. 

The  following  changes  are  made  in  subsection  (d),  which  contains 
definitions  of  terms  used  in  the  act: 

(1)  The  term  “State”  is  redefined  to  give  recognition  to  Alaskan 
and  Hawaiian  statehood  and  extend  the  act  to  American  Samoa. 

(2)  “State  educational  agency”  is  redefined  to  exclude  language 
which  was  effective  by  its  terms  only  through  June  30,  1948,  and  to 
exclude  a  special  exception  applicable  to  the  District  of  Columbia. 
The  special  circumstances  which  required  the  latter  exception  no 
longer  exist. 

(3)  The  definition  of  “nonprofit  private  school”  has  been  amended 
to  refer  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  instead  of  to  the  corre¬ 
sponding  provision  of  the  1939  Internal  Revenue  Code. 

(4)  “Nonfood  assistance”  is  redefined  to  include  equipment  used  by 
schools  off  the  school  premises.  It  is  now  limited  to  equipment  used 
on  school  premises. 

(5)  “Participation  rate”  and  “assistance  need  rate”  are  new  defini¬ 
tions  used  in  carrying  out  the  new  apportionment  formula  described 
in  the  explanation  of  section  2. 

(6)  The  definition  of  “school”  now  contained  in  section  4  of  the 
act  would  be  transferred  to  section  12(d). 
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Section  6.  Special  assistance  for  free  and  reduced  price  lunches 

Section  6  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  $10  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  -Tune  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for 
subsequent  fiscal  years  to  assist  certain  schools  in  serving  free  or 
reduced  price  lunches. 

The  authorization  for  special  assistance  funds  would  be  contained 
in  a  new  section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  Section  11, 
as  it  passed  the  House,  would  be  amended  to  provide  a  more  specific 
formula  for  special  assistance  funds.  As  amended  by  the  committee, 
section  11  provides  lor  a  flat  3  percent  of  such  funds  being  apportioned 
to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa  on 
the  sole  basis  of  the  number  ol  lree  or  reduced  price  lunches  served 
during  the  preceding  year,  except  that  American  Samoa  would 
receive  $5,000  the  first  year.  Of  the  remaining  97  percent,  at  least 
half  would  be  apportioned  among  the  remaining  States  on  the  basis 
of  the  number  of  free  or  reduced  price  lunches  served  in  the  preceding 
year  multiplied  by  the  assistance  need  factor.  The  balance  of  the 
funds,  plus  any  initially  apportioned  funds  which  could  not  be  used, 
would  be  apportioned  on  the  same  basis  to  States  justifying  a  need 
for  further  funds.  The  need  factor  set  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
11(a)  as  the  bill  passed  the  House  is  omitted  from  the  amendment, 
since  it  cannot  be  precisely  determined  and  applied  in  an  arithmetical 
formula.  In  lieu  of  it,  a  two-step  apportionment  is  proposed  with  the 
second  step  limited  to  those  States  that,  from  their  use  of  the  funds 
first  apportioned,  demonstrate  a  need  for  further  funds.  Distribution 
of  State  apportionments  to  public  and  private  schools  would  be 
generally  as  provided  by  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House. 

The  Department  suggested  a  revision  of  section  1 1  at  the  hearing 
and  the  committee  amendment  contains  further  modifications  worked 
out  with  the  help  of  the  Department. 

Section  7.  Effective  date 

Section  7  makes  the  amendments  made  by  the  act  effective  July  1, 
1962. 

STUDY  OF  SCHOOL  LUNCH  FACILITIES 

An  additional  amendment  was  proposed  in  subcommittee  by  Senator 
Hart,  which  would  have  authorized  an  experimental  3-year  program 
to  extend  the  school  lunch  program  to  schools  in  urban  areas  which, 
because  of  inadequate  facilities,  are  currently  unable  to  participate 
fully  in  the  program.  The  subcommittee  recommended  instead  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  be  requested  to  study  the  situation  with 
regard  to  nonparticipation  of  such  schools  in  the  school  lunch  program 
because  of  inadequate  facilities  with  a  view  to  developing  methods  of 
making  participation  in  the  program  available  to  these  schools,  and 
the  committee  concurs  in  that  recommendation. 

In  many  of  the  heavily  built  up  urban  areas  schools  were  built 
years  ago  when  the  children  went  home  for  lunch.  There  is  now  little 
or  no  opportunity  for  expansion  to  provide  cafeteria  facilities,  and, 
consequently,  little  opportunity  for  these  schools  to  participate  in  the 
program,  although  they  are  frequently  in  poorer  areas  where  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  the  program  is  most  needed.  It  is  hoped  that 
the  study  may  develop  some  way  of  making  the  program  available 
in  these  areas  where  it  is  so  badly  needed,  such  as  through  the  setting 
up  of  central  food  preparation  and  distribution  facilities,  or  otherwise. 
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The  following  table  gives  some  idea  of  the  participation  in  large  cities : 

Participation  in  the  national  school  lunch  program  by  children  in  schools  located  in 

a  sample  of  large  U.S.  cities 


City 


Miami . 

Philadelphia.. 

Boston _ 

Detroit . 

Chicago _ 

Cleveland _ 

San  Francisco. 
Portland _ 


Average  daily 
attendance  in 
elementary 
and 

secondary 

schools 

Number  of 
children  par¬ 
ticipating  in 
the  nat  ional 
school  lunch 
program 

Percent  of  total 
attendance 
participat¬ 
ing  > 

166, 935 

102, 718 

61.5 

241,966 

11,585 

4.7 

132. 135 

14, 896 

11.2 

288. 113 

28,766 

9.9 

299, 552 

49, 611 

16.5 

139. 959 

(*) 

(2) 

86,  253 

14, 802 

17.  1 

68, 849 

15, 665 

22.7 

>  A  large  portion  of  the  participation  in  most  of  the  large  cities  is  in  the  junior  and  senior  high  schools 
which,  because  they  serve  wide  areas,  are  usually  equipped  with  food  service  facilities.  The  relatively 
low  participation  percentages  for  certain  cities  reflect  the  lack  of  food  preparation  facilities  in  the  elementary 
schools  which  generally  serve  neighborhood  areas. 

2  34  out  of  the  130  elementary  schools  in  Cleveland  have  ltmch  programs  but  none  of  these  schools  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  national  school  lunch  program.  Therefore,  information  on  participation  is  not  available. 


The  committee  requests  the  study  be  completed  and  the  report  be 
submitted  as  soon  as  possible  after  January  1,  1963. 


CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

AN  ACT  To  provide  assistance  to  the  States  in  the  establishment,  maintenance, 
operation,  and  expansion  of  school-lunch  programs,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  o  f  Representatives  oj  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “National  School  Lunch  Act.” 


DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Sec.  2.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  Congress,  as  a 
measure  of  national  security,  to  safeguard  the  health  and  well-being 
of  the  Nation’s  children  and  to  encourage  the  domestic  consumption 
of  nutritious  agricultural  commodities  and  other  food,  by  assisting 
the  States,  through  grants-in-aid  and  other  means,  in  providing  an 
adequate  supply  of  foods  and  other  facilities  for  the  establishment, 
maintenance,  operation,  and  expansion  of  nonprofit  school-lunch 
programs. 

APPROPRIATIONS  AUTHORIZED 

Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year[,  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1947,]  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may 
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be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Secretary”)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
other  than  section  1 1 . 


APPORTIONMENTS  TO  STATES 


I 


Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum 
specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying 
[,  during  such  fiscal  year,]  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  the  [school-lunch]  program  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among  the  States  during 
each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  [aforesaid]  funds 
made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of  section  8  of  this  Act.  [The 
total  of  such  apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  shall  not  exceed  3  per  centum  of  the  funds  ap¬ 
propriated  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  school- 
lunch  program ;  except  that  in  the  case  of  the  first  apportionments  of 
funds  from  any  annual  or  supplemental  appropriation  (and  only  in 
such  case),  the  apportionment  for  Puerto  Rico,  the  apportionment  for 
Guam,  and  the  apportionment  for  the  Virgin  Islands,  shall  be  not  less 
than  that  amount  which  will  result  in  an  allotment  per  child  of  school 
age  equal  to  the  allotment  per  child  of  school  age  in  the  State  (other 
than  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  having  the  lowest 
per  capita  income  among  the  States  participating  in  such  first  appor¬ 
tionments.  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  The  number  of  school  children  in  the  State 
and  (2)  the  need  for  assistance  in  the  State  as  indicated  by  the  relation 
of  the  per  capita  income  in  the  United  States  to  the  per  capita  income 
in  the  State.]  Apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  two  factors:  ( 1 )  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  ( 2 )  the 
assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  [the  initial]  appor¬ 
tionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  following  method: 
First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and 
(2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the 
States  ( exclusive  of  American  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  July  1 , 
1967) ;  and  [,  finally,]  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the 
total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  [For  the  purpose  of  this  section,  the 
number  of  school  children  in  the  State  shall  be  the  number  of  children 
therein  between  the  ages  of  five  and  seventeen,  inclusive;  such  figures 
and  per  capita  income  figures  shall  be  the  latest  figures  certified  by  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  “school” 
means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high-school  grade  or 
under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit 
child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.] 
If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  addi¬ 
tional  funds  are  [available  under  this  Act]  made  available  under  sec¬ 
tion  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same  manner. 
Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section,  ( 1 )  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  three-quarters  of  any  funds  available  for 
apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-quarter  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  section,  ( 2 )  for 
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the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1963,  one-half  of  any  funds  available 
for  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  one-half  of  any 
such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  sentences 
of  this  section,  (3)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1964,  one-quarter 
of  any  funds  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned,  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962, 
and  three-quarters  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  section,  and  ( 4 )  for  the  five  fiscal 
years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1967, 
the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  be  $25,000  each  year, 
which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  funds  available  for  appor¬ 
tionment  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States. 

NONFOOD  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  5.  Of  the  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
the  authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  $10,000,000  shall 
be  available  to  the  Secretary  for  the  purpose  of  providing,  during  such 
fiscal  year,  nonfood  assistance  for  the  school-lunch  program  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion  among 
the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  the  aforesaid  sum  of  $10,000,000, 
and  such  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  on  the  basis  of  the 
factors,  and  in  accordance  with  the  standards,  set  forth  in  section  4 
with  respect  to  the  apportionment  for  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods.  [Apportionments  of  funds  for  use  in  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands  for  nonfood  assistance  shall  be  determined 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  third  sentence  of  section  4.] 

DIRECT  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES 

Sec.  6.  The  funds  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  for  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  less  not  to  exceed  3J4  per  centum  thereof 
hereby  made  available  to  the  Secretary  for  his  administrative  expenses 
[and  less],  less  the  amount  apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to  sections 
4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11, 
shall  be  available  to  the  Secretary  during  such  year  for  direct  expendi¬ 
ture  by  him  for  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  among  the  States  and  schools  participating  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  determined 
by  the  local  school  authorities.  The  provisions  of  law  contained  in 
the  proviso  of  the  Act  of  June  28,  1937  (50  Stat.  323),  facilitating 
operations  with  respect  to  the  purchase  and  disposition  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  under  section  32  of  the  Act  approved  August 
24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  shall,  to  the  extent  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  also  be  applicable  to  expendi¬ 
tures  of  funds  by  the  Secretary  under  this  Act. 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  7.  Funds  apportioned  to  any  State  pursuant  to  section  4  or  5 
during  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  payment  to  such  State 
for  disbursement  by  the  State  educational  agency,  in  accordance  with 
such  agreements  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  as 
may  be  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  and  such  State  educational 
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agency,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  schools  of  that  State  during  such 
fiscal  year,  in  supplying  (1)  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
for  consumption  by  children  and  (2)  nonfood  assistance  in  further¬ 
ance  of  the  school-lunch  program  authorized  under  this  Act.  Such 
payments  to  any  State  in  any  fiscal  year  during  the  period  1947  to 
1950,  inclusive,  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  thereof 
will  be  matched  during  such  year  by  $1  from  sources  within  the  State 
determined  by  the  Secretary  to  have  been  expended  in  connection 
with  the  scliool-lunch  program  under  this  Act.  Such  payments  in 
any  fiscal  year  during  the  period  1951  to  1955,  inclusive,  shall  be 
made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  thereof  will  be  so  matched  by 
one  and  one-half  dollars;  and  for  any  fiscal  year  thereafter,  such 
payments  shall  be  made  upon  condition  that  each  dollar  will  be  so 
matched  by  $3.  In  the  case  of  any  State  whose  per  capita  income 
is  less  than  the  per>  capita  income  of  the  United  States,  the  matching 
required  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  decreased  by  the  percentage 
which  the  State  per  capita  income  is  below  the  per  capita  income  of 
the  United  States.  For  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the 
matching  requirements  of  this  section  and  section  10,  respectively, 
have  been  met,  the  reasonable  value  of  donated  services,  supplies, 
facilities,  and  equipment  as  certified,  respectively,  by  the  State  edu¬ 
cational  agency  and  in  case  of  schools  receiving  funds  pursuant  to 
section  10,  by  such  schools  (but  not  the  cost  or  value  of  land,  of  the 
acquisition,  construction,  or  alteration  of  buildings  of  commodities 
donated  by  the  Secretary,  or  of  Federal  contributions),  may  be 
regarded  as  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  school-lunch  program.  The  Secretary  shall  certify 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  from  time  to  time  the  amounts 
to  be  paid  to  any  State  under  this  section  and  the  time  or  times  such 
amounts  are  to  be  paid;  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall 
pay  to  the  State  at  the  time  or  times  fixed  by  the  Secretary  the 
amounts  so  certified. 

STATE  DISBURSEMENT  TO  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  8.  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to 
section  4  or  5  shall  be  disbursed  by  the  State  educational  agency,  in 
accordance  with  such  agreements  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  may 
be  entered  into  by  such  State  agency  and  the  schools  in  the  State,  to 
those  schools  in  the  State  which  the  State  educational  agency,  taking 
into  account  need  and  attendance,  determines  are  eligible  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  school-lunch  program.  Such  disbursement  to  any  school 
shall  be  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  it  for  the  cost  of 
obtaining  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  consumption 
by  children  in  the  school-lunch  program  and  nonfood  assistance  in 
connection  with  such  program.  Such  food  costs  may  include,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  purchase  price  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other 
foods,  the  cost  of  processing,  distributing,  transporting,  storing,  or 
handling  thereof.  In  no  event  shall  such  disbursement  for  food  to 
any  school  for  any  fiscal  year  exceed  an  amount  determined  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the  school  in  the  scliool-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  during  such  year  by  the  maximum  Federal 
food-cost  contribution  rate  for  the  State,  for  the  type  ot  lunch  served, 
as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
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NUTRITIONAL  AND  OTHER  PROGRAM  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  9.  Lunches  served  by  schools  participating  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  shall  meet  minimum  nutritional  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  tested  nutritional 
research.  Such  meals  shall  be  served  without  cost  or  at  a  reduced 
cost  to  children  who  are  determined  by  local  school  authorities  to  be 
unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  the  lunch.  No  physical  segregation  of 
or  other  discrimination  against  any  child  shall  be  made  by  the  school 
because  of  his  inability  to  pay.  School-lunch  programs  under  this 
Act  shall  be  operated  on  a  nonprofit  basis.  Each  school  shall,  insofar 
as  practicable,  utilize  in  its  lunch  program  commodities  designated 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Secretary  as  being  in  abundance,  either 
nationally  or  in  the  school  area,  or  commodities  donated  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  Commodities  purchased  under  the  authority  of  section  32  of 
the  Act  of  August  24,  1935  (49  Stat.  774),  as  amended,  may  be  donated 
by  the  Secretary  to  schools,  in  accordance  with  the  needs  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  local  school  authorities,  for  utilization  in  the  school-lunch 
program  under  this  Act  as  well  as  to  other  schools  carrying  out  non¬ 
profit  school-lunch  programs  and  institutions  authorized  to  receive 
such  commodities. 


NONPROFIT  PRIVATE  SCHOOLS 

Sec.  10.  If,  in  any  State,  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  per¬ 
mitted  by  law  to  disburse  the  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to 
nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  or  is  not  permitted  by  law  to 
match  Federal  funds  made  available  for  use  by  such  nonprofit  private 
schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to 
any  such  State  under  sections  4  and  5  of  this  Act  [the  same  proportion 
of  the  funds  as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  five  and 
seventeen,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the 
State  is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the  State 
attending  school]  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  junds 
as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  oj  foods  and  meeting 
the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as 
determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for  the  State. 
The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  said  State  for  the  same  purposes  and 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  authorized  or  required  with 
respect  to  the  disbursements  to  schools  within  the  State  by  the  State 
educational  agency,  including  the  requirement  that  any  such  payment 
or  payments  shall  be  matched,  in  the  proportion  specified  in  section  7 
for  such  State,  by  funds  from  sources  within  the  State  expended  by 
nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State  participating  in  the  school- 
lunch  program  under  this  Act.  Such  funds  shall  not  be  considered  a 
part  of  the  funds  constituting  the  matching  funds  under  the  terms  of 
section  7. 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $1 0,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  provide  special  assistance  to 
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schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the  requirement  of 
section  9  of  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

\b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal 
year,  3  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  apportionment  to  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  From  the  funds  so 
available  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  to  each  such  State  an  amount 
which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds  as  the  number  of 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9  of  this 
Act  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  bears  to  the  total  number 
of  such  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  all  such  States  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  $5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  American  Samoa,  which  amount 
shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  total  amount  available  for  apportionment 
under  this  subsection.  If  any  such  State  cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section  all  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it,  the  Secretary  shall  make 
further  apportionment  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to 
any  such  States  which  justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such 
purposes. 

(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for 
any  fiscal  year,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  apportioned  among 
States,  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American 
Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors  for  each  Statt :  ( 1 )  the  num¬ 
ber  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9 
of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate. 
These  factors  shall  be  applied  in  the  following  manner:  Firsts  determine 
an  index  for  each  State  by  multiplying  factors  ( 1 )  and  (2);  second,  divide 
this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  such  States;  andfi third,  apply 
the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  Any  funds 
so  initially  apportioned  which  cannot  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  by  the  State  to  which  apportioned,  together  with  the  remainder  oj 
the  funds  available  under  this  subsection,  shall  be  furthei  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  such 
States  which  justify  on  the  basis  of  operating  experience  the  need  for 
additional  funds  to  meet  the  need  of  students  in  such  States  for  free  or 
reduced-priced  lunches. 

(d)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  as  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  section  7  of  the  Act. 

( e )  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State  to  assist  such 
schools  in  the  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods. 
The  selection  of  schools  and  the  amounts  of  funds  that  each  shall  from 
time  to  time  receive  ( within  maximum  per  lunch  amounts  established  by 
the  Secretary )  shall  be  determined  by  the  State  educational  agency  on  the 
basis  of  the  following  factors:  ( 1 )  The  economic  condition  of  the  area 
from  which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such 
schools  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches;  ( 3 )  the  percentages  of  free  and 
reduced-price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their  pupils;  (f)  the 
prevailing  price  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  with  the  average 
prevailing  price  of  lunches  served  in  the  State  under  this  Act;  and  (5)  the 
need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assistance  as  reflected  by  the  financial 
position  of  the  school-lunch  programs  in  such  schools. 

if)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by 
law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
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in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to 
such  State  under  subsections  ( b )  or  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  which 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  free  and  reduced- 
price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  this  Act  in  such  State  bears  to  the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced- 
price  lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  this  Act  in  such  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse 
the\  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within 
such  State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
are  applicable  to  a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  under  this 
section. 

(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms  and  conditions  governing  the 
operation  of  the  school-lunch  program  set  forth  in  other  sections  of  this 
Act,  including  those  applicable  to  funds  apportioned  or  paid  pursuant  to 
sections  j  or  5  but  excluding  the  provisions  of  section  7  relating  to  match¬ 
ing,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  ex¬ 
press  requirements  of  this  section. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS  AND  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  [11]  12.  (a)  States,  State  educational  agencies,  and  schools 
participating  in  the  school-lunch  program  under  this  Act  shall  keep 
such  accounts  and  records  as  may  be  ncessary  to  enable  the  Secretary 
to  determine  whether  the  provisions  of  this  Act  are  being  complied 
with.  Such  accounts  and  records  shall  at  all  times  be  available  for 
inspection  and  audit  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  and  shall  be 
preserved  for  such  period  of  time,  not  in  excess  of  five  years,  as  the 
Secretary  determines  is  necessary. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  incorporate,  in  his  agreements  with  the 
State  educational  agencies,  the  express  requirements  under  this  Act 
with  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  school-lunch  program  under  this 
Act  insofar  as  they  may  be  applicable  and  such  other  provisions  as 
in  his  opinion  are  reasonably  necessary  or  appropriate  to  effectuate 
the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secretary 
nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to  teaching 
personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and  mate¬ 
rials  of  instruction  in  any  school.  [If  a  State  maintains  separate 
schools  for  minority  and  for  majority  races,  no  funds  made  available 
pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  paid  or  disbursed  to  it  unless  a  just  and 
equitable  distribution  is  made  within  the  State,  for  the  benefit  of  such 
minority  races,  of  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act.] 

(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

[(1)  “State”  includes  any  of  the  forty-eight  States,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  Hawaii,  Alaska,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  the  Virgin 
Islands.] 

(1 )  “State”  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or 
American  Samoa. 

(2)  “State  educational  agency”  means,  as  the  State  legislature 
may  determine,  [(a)] {A)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as 
the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of 
education,  or  similar  officer),  or  [(b)  ](R)  a  board  of  education 
controlling  the  State  department  of  education[;  except  that  in 


NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  FUNDS 


19 


the  District  of  Columbia  it  shall  mean  the  Board  of  Education, 
and  except  that  for  the  period  ending  June  30,  1948,  “State 
educational  agency”  may  mean  any  agency  or  agencies  within 
the  State  designated  by  the  Governor  to  carry  out  the  functions 
herein  required  of  a  State  educational  agency]. 

(3)  “Nonprofit  private  school”  means  any  private  school 
exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  [101(6)]  501(c)(3)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code[,  as  amended]  of  1954.. 

(4)  “Nonfood  assistance”  means  equipment  used  [on  school 
premises]  by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
school  children. 

(5)  “ Participation  rate”  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal  to  the 
number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and  meeting 
the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary. 

(6)  “ Assistance  need  rate”  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having 
an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5; 
and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita 
income  less  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States,,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  by  the  average 
annual  per  capita  income  for  such  State,  except  that  such  product 
may  not  exceed  9  for  any  such  State.  For  the  purposes  of  this  para¬ 
graph  (i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State  and 
for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of 
the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the 
States  for  the  three  most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available 
and  certified  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and 
(ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  American  Samoa 
shall  be  disregarded  in  determinining  the  average  annual  per  capita 
income  for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

(7)  “School”  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of  high 
school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico,  shall  also 
include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor 
of  Puerto  Rico. 
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HIGHLIGHTS :  Senate  committee  reported  bill's  for  revised  apportionment  of  school 
lunch  and  extension  work  funds,  expanded  fordatry  research,  land  development  pro¬ 
gram  in  Alaska,  and  cooperation  with/States  inNadministration  of  agricultural  laws. 
Senate  debated  public  works  acceleration  bill.  \en.  Tower  commended  Sen.  Wundt's 
role  in  Estes  investigation.  Sen/  Humphrey  commenced  shipment  of  surplus  food 
to  Iran. 

SENATE 

1.  THE  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  reported  the  following  bills:  p.  17722 
H.  R.  9728,  without  amendment,  to  amend  the  CooperativeNForest  Management  Act 
so  as  to  increase  the  appropriation  authorization  from  $2>£  million  to  $5  mil¬ 
lion  (S.  Rept,  201/^). 

H.  R.  12688,  With  amendments,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  Cf  Agriculture  to 
encourage  and  ^ssist  the  States  in  carrying  on  a  program  of  forestry  research 
(S.  Rept.  201.  . 

S.  3589,  jwithout  amendment,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
acquire  certain  lands  in  Wright  Co. ,  Minn. ,  and  exchange  them  with  Kinn.  for 
State-owoda  lands  in  the  Superior  National  Forest  (S.  Rept,  2017). 

S.  3475,  without  amendment,  to  provide  further  for  cooperation  with'^tates 
in  the/adrainistration  and  enforcement  of  certain  laws  relating  to  agriculture 
(S.  $fcpt.  2018). 

2805,  without  amendment,  to  provide  assistance  for  a  program  of  agricul¬ 
tural  land  development  in  Alaska  (S.  Rept.  2014). 
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H.  R.  11665,  with  amendments,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  School  Lunch  Act  (S.  Rept.  2016). 

H.R.  12589,  without  amendment,  to  revise  the  formula  for  the  distribution 
of  any  additional  Federal  funds  for  agricultural  extension  work  and  to  provide 
for  quarterly  (rather  than  annual)  payments  to  States  for  extension  work  (S. 
tept.  2015). 


CC  WORKS.  Began  consideration  of  the  House  amendments  to  S.  2965,  the 
public  works  acceleration  bill.  pp.  17775-9*  17783-7 

Sens.  Cooper  and  Miller  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  ty  this 
bill,  ^2965.  p.  17723,  17783-7 


[’IGATION.  Sen.  Tower  commended  Sen.  Mundt 


ESTES 

tion  of  theNsstes  and  other  cases  and  inserted  an  article, 
and  Bad  Guys.\  pp.  17729-30 


s  role  in  the  yfnvestiga- 
"Mundt  Sorts  Good 


(eluding  forest 
id  inserted  an 


4.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Yarborough  urged  greater  use  of  public  lands, 
lands,  for  hunting,  fishing,  and  other  forms  of  recreation, 
article,  "Public  Hinting  in  America."  pp.  17757-60 

Sen.  Morse  stated  ^that  "great  savings  can  be  achieved  ih  school  construc¬ 
tion"  through  the  use\f  wood  and  urged  greater  use  of  lumber  for  this  purpose, 
pp.  17779-81 


5.  PERSONNEL.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Russell,  a  Defense^ Department  proposal  to 
exempt  certain  Reserve  officers  of  the  Army  or  Air/Force  from  the  dual  com¬ 
pensation  restrictions  of  theNEconomy  Act  was  rereferred  from  the  Armed  Ser¬ 
vices  Committee  to  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee,  p.  17723 


6.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Smith,  Mainei  insertecya  thesis,  "The  United  States 

Versus  the  Sino-Soviet  Bloc  in  Latin.  America, "  including  a  discussion  of  econo¬ 
mic  aid  and  foreign  trade  programs,  pp.  ,17723-9 


7.  ALASKA.  Sen.  Gruening  inserted  an  article,  "Alaska:  Last  Frontier,"  including 
a  discussion  of  the  natural  resources  of  Alaska,  pp.  17739-^2 

Sen.  Gruening  praised  the  Matanuska  ValiW  in  Alaska  as  "the  backbone  of 
the  State's  agricultural  economy, Vand  inserted  an  editorial,  "They  Tamed  the 
Wilds  to  Make  a  Farmland."  pp.  17796-7 


8.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Passed  as  reported  this  bill, 
H.  R.  12870.  Conferees  were/appointed,  pp.  17760\72 


9.  LAND:  Passed  with  amendme/t  H.  R.  8355,  to  authorize  executive  agencies  to 
grant  easements  in,  over,  or  upon  real  property  of  the\^.  S.  under  the  control 
of  such  agencies.  pp./T7774-5 


10.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen/  Mundt  criticized  a  strike  by  the  Railway  Telegraphers 
against  the  Chicago  85  North  Western  Railroad  and  inserted  an\rticle  stating 
the  strike  was  heading  up  grain  shipments,  pp.  17788-91 


11.  COPYRIGHTS.  P/ssed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  627,  extending  the.  duration  of 
copyright  protection  in  certain  cases.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent\o  the 
Pres ident ./  p .  177 92 


12.  SURPLUS  FOOD.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  Government  action  to  give  surplus\£ood 
to  Iran  following  the  recent  earthquake  disaster,  pp.  17792-3 


13.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Gruening  urged  Congressional  approval  of  the  Rampart  De 
iy  Alaska  and  inserted  an  editorial,  "Rampart:  An  Essential  of  the  Moment." 
pp.  17797-8 
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[Report  No.  2016] 

IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

June  7, 1962 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

September  7, 1962 

Reported  by  Mr.  Jordan  of  North  Carolina,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  3  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended 

4  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “appropriations  authorized 

6  “Sec.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized 

7  to  lie  appropriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 

8  wise  appropriated,  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  to  enable 

9  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
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‘Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  other 
than  section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“appobtionments  to  states 

“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this 
Act,  excluding  the  sum  specified  in  section  5,  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying  agricultural  commodities 
and  other  foods  for  the  program  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  apportion 
among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than 
75  per  centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year 
for  supplying  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods 
under  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  this  Act.  Apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  two 
factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the  State,  and  (2) 
the  assistance  need  rate  for  the  State.  The  amount  of  ap¬ 
portionment  to  any  State  shall  be  determined  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  method :  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multi¬ 
plying  factors  (1)  and  (2)  ;  second,  divide  this  index  by 
the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  the  States  (exclusive  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967)  ;  and 
third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be 
apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds  so  ap- 
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portioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available 
under  section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  shall  make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining 
States  in  the  same  manner.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  section,  (1)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  1,  1962,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportion¬ 
ment  among  the  States  shah  be  apportioned  in  the  manner 
used  prior  to  sued  hseai  year7  and  one-half  of  any  sued  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  seetkap  and  three-quarters  of  any  funds 
available  for  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one- 
quarter  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  section,  (2)  for  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1963,  one-half  of  any  funds  available 
for  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned  in 
the  manner  used  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 
1962,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  section,  (3) 
for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1964,  one-quarter  of  any 
funds  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States  shall 
be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  be¬ 
ginning  July  1,  1962,  and  three-quarters  of  any  such  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  sentences 
of  this  section,  and  (4)  for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the  period 
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beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending  June  30,  1967,  the 
amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall  he  $25,000 
each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the 
funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts 
to  be  apportioned  to  the  other  States.” 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “and  less  the  amount  apportioned 
to  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following :  “,  less  the  amount  apportioned  by 
him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and  less  the  amount 
appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds 
as  the  number  of  children  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17, 
inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  private  schools  within  the  State 
is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those  ages  within  the 
State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 

■*  *  •  r  r  .  O 

following:  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such 
funds  as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination 
of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  within  the  State,  as  deter- 
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mined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation  rate  for 
the  State”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act 
is  redesignated  as  section  12  and  subsections  (c)  and  (d) 
thereof  are  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither 
the  Secretary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement 
with  respect  to  teaching  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction, 
methods  of  instruction,  and  materials  of  instruction  in  any 
school. 

“  (d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“  ( 1 )  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Eico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

“  (2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State 
legislature  may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school 
officer  (such  as  the  State  superintendent  of  public  instruc¬ 
tion,  commissioner  of  education,  or  similar  officer) ,  or 
(B)  a  board  of  education  controlling  the  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private 
school  exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501  (c) 
(3)  of  the  Internal  Kevenue  Code  of  1954. 

“  (4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used 
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by  schools  in  storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for 
schoolchildren. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means  a  num¬ 
ber  equal  to  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  com¬ 
bination  of  foods  and  meeting  the  minimum  requirements 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  9,  served 
in  the  preceding  fiscal  }^ear  by  schools  participating  in 
the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary. 

“  (6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal 
to  or  greater  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5;  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any 
State  having  an  average  annual  per  capita  income  less 
than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained 
by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
all  the  States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  such  State,  except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed 
9  for  any  such  State.  Por  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph 
(i)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  any  State 
and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three  most 
recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certi- 
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fied  to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce; 
and  (ii)  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
American  Samoa  shall  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States  for 
periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

“  (7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private 
school  of  high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect 
to  Puerto  Eico,  shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care 
centers  certified  as  such  by  the  Governor  of  Puerto 
Eico.” 


Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  section  10  thereof 
the  following  new  section : 

“special  assistance 


“Sec.  44-7  -faf  -There  is  hereby  authorized  to  he  appro¬ 
priated  $40y0Q0yQ00  for  the  bseat  year  ending  June  dOy  1 963y 
and  such  sums  as  may  he  necessary  for  the  hseaf  year  ending 
June  dOy  4064y  and  each  succeeding  hseaf  yeacy  to  provide 
additional  funds  to  eertain  schools  -(selected  on  the  basis  of 
factors  set  forth  in  subsection  -(b))  to  assist  such  schools  to 
serve  free  and  reduced  price  lunches.-  Prom  the  sums  appro¬ 
priated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  Scere- 
tary  shall  reserve  such  amount  as  may  he  neccssaryy  hat  not 
in  excess  of  d  per  centum  thereofy  for  apportionment  to  Puerto 
Eico,  the  Virgin  Islands^  Guam,  and  American  & 
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Such  amount  shah  be  apportioned  among  Puerto  Ibieoy  Ike 
Virgin  Islands,  Guam?  and  American  Samoa  on  Ike  basis  of 
-(4-)-  tke  relative  numbers  of  free  and  reduced  price  lunches 
served  during  Ike  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools  partici¬ 
pating  in  tke  program  under  tkis  Act  in  seek  places,  -(2}- 
tke  need  of  students  in  suck  places  for  free  or  reduecd  price 
lunekes  and  -(©)-  tke  relative  assistance  need  rates  of  suck 
places?  4fie  remaining  amount  of  suek  sums  appropriated 
for  any  fiscal  year  skall  be  apportioned  among  tke  States 
(otker  than  Puerto  Hieoy  tke  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and 
American  Samoa)-  on  tke  same  bases?  Per  purposes  of  tkis 
section^  American  Samoa  skall  be  deemed  to  have  an  assist- 
anee  need  rate  equal  to  suck  rate  for  G-uanq  for  periods  end¬ 
ing  before  duly  4y  44M47. 

“(b)  -Except  as  provided  in  subsection  -(e)-7  funds  appor 
tioned  to  eaek  State  under  subsoetion  -(a)-  shall  be  paid  to 
selected  schools  in  suek  State  to  assist  suek  schools  to  serve 
free  and  reduced  price  tenches?  Such  schools  and  tke 
amounts  of  suek  fluids  that  eaek  shall  from  time  to  time 
■receive  shall  be  determined  by  tke  State  educational  agency 
on  tke  basis  of  tke  following  factors :  -(4)-  Vke  economic  con¬ 
dition  of  tke  area  from  which  suek  schools  draw  attendance ; 
-(2)-  tke  needs  of  pupils  in  suek  schools  for  free  or  reduced 
price  lunches ;  -f3)-  tke  percentages  of  free  and  reduced  price 
■lunekes  being  served  in  suck  sehools  to  their  students ;  -(4)- 
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the  eos t  el  lunches  in  seek  schools  as 
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age  east  of  sekool  lunches  throughout  the  States  and  -(h)-  the 
need  of  such  seltools  lor  additional  assistance  as  reflected  by 
the  financial  position  of  the  school  htneh  programs  ht  sueh 
schools? 

^-(■c)  In  the  ease  of  any  State  which  is  not  permitted  hy 
law  to  dishnrsc  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit 
private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds 
apportioned  to  sueh  State  under  this  section  an  amount  which 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  sueh  funds  as  the  number  of  sueh  free 
and  reduced  price  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  hseal  year 
hy  alt  nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  this  Act  in  the  State  bears  to  the  number  of  sueh  free 
and  reduecd  priec  lunches  served  during  sueh  year  hy  all 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  m  the 
State?  hbe  Secretary  shall  select  nonprofit  private  Schools 
in  each  sueh  State  and  shah  determine  the  amounts  wbiek 
shah  he  paid  to  each  sueh  school  from  time  to  time  from 
amounts  so  withheld,  on  the  basis  of  the  same  factors  set 
forth  m  sub, section  -(b)-A? 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  and  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  each  succeeding 
fiscal  year  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools  drawing 
attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions 
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exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the 
requirement  of  section  9  of  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of 
lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

“(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section 
for  any  fiscal  year,  3  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  appor¬ 
tionment  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and 
American  Samoa.  From  the  funds  so  available  the  Secretary 
shall  apportion  to  each  such  State  an  amount  which  bears 
the  same  ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds  as  the  number  of  free 
or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9 
of  this  Act  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  bears 
to  the  total  number  of  such  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 
served  in  all  such  States  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963, 
$5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  American  Samoa,  which 
amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  total  amount  avail¬ 
able  for  apportionment  under  this  subsection.  If  any  such 
State  cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  all  of  the 
funds  apportioned  to  it,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  ap¬ 
portionment  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to 
any  such  States  which  justify  the  need  for  additional  funds 
for  such  purposes. 

“(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  not  less  than  50  per  centum 
shall  be  apportioned  among  States,  other  than  Puerto  Rico, 
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the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa,  on  the 
basis  of  the  following  factors  for  each  State:  (1)  the  number 
of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with 
section  9  of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  (2) 
the  assistance  need  rate.  These  factors  shall  be  applied  in 
the  following  manner:  First,  determine  an  index  for  each 
State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and  (2);  second,  divide 
this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  such  States ;  and, 
third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be 
apportioned.  Any  funds  so  initially  apportioned  which  can¬ 
not  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  by  the  State  to 
which  apportioned,  together  with  the  remainder  of  the  funds 
available  under  this  subsection,  shall  be  further  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportion¬ 
ment  to  such  States  which  justify  on  the  basis  of  operating 
experience  the  need  for  additional  funds  to  meet  the  need 
of  students  in  such  States  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches. 

“(d)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State 
under  this  section  shall  be  made  as  provided  in  the  last 
sentence  of  section  7  of  the  Act. 

“(e)  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  to  selected  schools 
in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  other  foods.  The  selection  of 
schools  and  the  amounts  of  funds  that  each  shall  from  time 
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to  time  receive  ( within  maximum  per  lunch  amounts  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary)  shall  be  determined  by  the  State 
educational  ayency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors:  (1) 
The  economic  condition  of  the  area  from  which  such  schools 
draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools  for 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages  of  free 
and  reduced-price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their 
pupils;  (4)  the  prevailing  price  of  lunches  in  such  schools 
as  compared  with  the  average  prevailing  price  of  lunches 
served  in  the  State  under  this  Act;  and  (5)  the  need  of  such 
schools  for  additional  assistance  as  reflected  by  the  financial 
position  of  the  school  lunch  programs  in  such  schools. 

“(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not 
permitted  by  law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act 
to  nonprofit  private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall 
withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State  under 
subsections  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  which  bears 
the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  free  and 
reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9  of 
this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private, 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such 
State  bears  to  the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced-price: 
lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  non- 
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profit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  purposes 
and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  applicable  to  a  State 
educational  agency  disbursing  funds  under  this  section. 

“(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section ,  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  governing  the  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program 
set  forth  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  including  those  applica¬ 
ble  to  funds  apportioned,  or  paid  pursuant  to  sections  4  or 
5  but  excluding  the  provisions  of  section  7  relating  to  match¬ 
ing,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not  inconsistent 
with  the  express  requirements  of  this  section 

Sec.  7.  The  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take 
effect  on  July  1,  1962. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  June  6,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Thurmond  criticized  Tariff  Commivssion  decision  on  cotton  textile 
import  fee.  Sen.  Holland  inserted/Governor 1 s  conference  report  on  protection 
against  atomic  fallout.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  Rerbdsrt  Waters  speech  on  importance 
of  food  in  foreign  aid  program./ Sen.  Magnuson  and  sevhxal  Representatives  intro¬ 
duced  bill  to  establish  Assistant  Secretary  for  Forestr\Pesources.  Rep.  Alexander 
introduced  and  discussed  bil^s  to  restrict  imports  of  cotcpn  products. 

/ 


HOUSE 

1,  FARM  PROGRAM/  The  "daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees  continue,  iiKexecutive 

session,  bo  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of/H.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  but  dfd  not 
reach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  tomorrow."  p.  D826 

2.  PERISHABLE  COMMODITIES.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  1037,  to  amend  the 
Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  regarding  fees,  oral  hearings,  and  re: 
l/censing.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  18005 


-  2  - 


3.\ATCMIC  ENERGY.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11974,  to  authorize 

appropriations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (H.  Rept.  2342).  pp.  17^90-3 
18047 


*  4.  TARIFFS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  12242,  to  provide  for  the  tariff  c^Assifica- 

tion  df  certain  particleboard,  pp.  18003-4 


5.  TAXATION.  \  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  6413,  to  extend  to  fisher¬ 
men  'the  same  treatment  accorded  farmers  in  relation  to  estimate^  income  tax. 
This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  18005 


6.  SEASHORE.  Begatv  dabate  on  S.  4,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  the  Padre 
Island  National\>eashore.  pp.  18006-7,  18010-8 


7.  ROADS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report 
to  the  full  committee  S.  J.  Res.  137,  to  authorize  studies  and  surveys  relative 
to  a  highway  construction  program  in  Alaska,  p.  D82( 


SENATE 


8. 


COTTON  TEXTILE  IMPORTS.  Sen\  Thurmond  criticize**  the  decision  of  the  Tariff  p 
Commission  rejecting  the  request  of  this  Department  for  imposition  of  an 
"equalization  fee"  on  cotton- textile  imports  A nd  inserted  a  Wall  Street  Jour¬ 
nal  analysis  of  the  Commission’X  action,  pp.  17900-01 


9.  FARM  LABOR.  Agreed  to  the  House  amendment/ to  S.  1130,  to  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  up  to  $3  million  a  year'for /fiscal  years  1963,  1964,  and  1965  to 
the  Public  Health  Service  to  make  grahts  to  public  and  other  nonprofit  agencies 
for  paying  part  of  the  cost  of  establishing  and  operating  family  health  service 
clinics  and  special  projects  to  improve  health  services  for  and  the  health 
conditions  of  domestic  agricultural:  migratory  workers  and  their  families. 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the/Pre  si  dent's,  pp.  17969-8 


10. 


INFORMATION.  Sen.  Williams,  De V. ,  inserted  several  articles  discussing  the 
bock,  "Washington  Cover-up,"  Regarding  the  executive  privilege  in  withholding 
information  from  the  Congress,  including  a  referWce  to  the  Estes  case. 
17903-5 


pp. 


11.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen.  Javits  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  to 

H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among 
the  States  under  the  school  lunch  program,  p.  17893 


12,  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S.  3335,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Big  Hole  Battlefield  National  Monu¬ 
ment,  Mont.,  including  the  transfer  of  land  from  the  Beaverhead  National  Forest 
to  the  Monument/ (S.  Rept.  2024).  p.  17892 


13.  PUBLIC  WORKSy/  Sen.  Randolph  commended  passage  of  the  public  work  sNaccelerat  ion 
bill  and  inserted  an  editorial,  "Unemployment  Challenge."  pp.  17905-6 


14.  MONOPOLIES.  Sen.  Kefauver  inserted  an  article,  "Antitrust  is  Probusin^ss." 
pp.  17906-8 


15.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Hickenlooper  inserted  an  article,  "The  Unselfish  Amefci* 


ca 


r,  that  itemizes  U.  S.  investments  abroad,  including  those  for  agricultui 
17908-11 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1977 

H.  R.  1 1 665 


IX  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  11, 1962 

Ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Javits  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance 
funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz : 

1  On  page  5,  between  lines  8  and  9,  insert  the  following: 

2  “  (4)  ‘Nonprofit  summer  camp’  means  any  summer 

3  camp  operated  by  an  organization  exempt  under  section 

4  501(c)  (3)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954.” 

5  On  page  5,  line  9,  strike  out  “  (4)  ”  and  insert  in  lieu 

6  thereof  “  (5)  ”. 

7  On  page  5,  line  12,  strike  out  “  (5)  ”  and  insert  in  lieu 

8  thereof  “  (6)  ”. 

9  On  page  5,  line  19,  strike  out  “  (6)  ”  and  insert  in  lieu 
10  thereof  “  (7)”. 


9-11-62 - A 


2 


1  On  page  6,  line  16,  strike  out  “  (7)  ”  and  insert  in  lieu 

2  thereof  “  (8) 

3  On  page  6,  line  17,  after  the  word  “under”  insert  “and 

4  any  nonprofit  summer  camp  for  children;”. 


O 

Pi 

(T> 

<T> 

pi 


cr 

p 


p 

cr 


P 

P 

Pi 


cr 

CD 


a> 

Pi 


m 

w 

H 

H 

g 

W 

H 

W 


CD 

o 

to 


h>  a  p 

8-  ®  ^ 
~  CD  2 

p  ct-  2. 

3  P  ?. 

p-  S’  2 
H,  m  3. 
2  3  s 

^  3  CTQ 
O  3. 

CD  O 

3-1  3  P 

2  ^  g- 
^  3" 

^  CO 
CO 

£3  t— < 

-  rn 


cr  2 

t— I  Pj 

CD 

W  n- 

w° 


I-S 

O 

co 

ft 

CO 


O  _ 

3  5 
p  2 
1— 1  cd 

m  h» 

fU 

8  S' 

<  *-j 1 

3  o 
o  3 
3^ 


33 

o 

rt-  CO 
o  CD 
pL, 

hj 

2 

co  i-j 
®  & 


CD  ^ 
H*  >* 

8  3 

3  g 

£  r. 

P  o 

Ha  c-t- 

O  3" 


n 

z 

0 

s 

n 

z 

H 

co 


00 

«<t 

H 

to  w 
°  is 

coQ 

M  O 
to  a 

2  o 
2  W 
a  H 
CD 
CD 


o 

p 

ST“ 

9 

a- 

p 

«t 

Z 

o 


O* 

Ci  £ 
Ol 


•j 

-vj 


14. 


The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  d:j 
ictually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  11581,  to  assure  the  safety,  eff^  :a- 
a^d  reliability  of  drugs,  p.  D879 


15.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Boggs  announced  that  S.  320,  to  amend  the 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  concerning  registration  of  State 
whereby  a  Common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle  may  engage  in  interstate 
commerce  within  a  State;  and  S.  1123,  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  S 
1938,  to  extend  the  child  labor  provisions  thereof  to  certain  chij 


17. 


S) 


prpfvisions 
icates 
d  foreign 
Act  of 
em¬ 


ployed  in 
p.  19126 


agriculture,  will  be  considered  on  Tues, ,  and  the  bal  nee  of  the  week 


16.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon\,  Sept.  24  p.  19143 


SENATE 


FARM  PROGRAM. 

ii 


18. 


Sen.  MansEield  defended  the  ASC  mmittees  against  recent 

criticism  "as  a  result  o K  developments  in  a  f  ns  of  the  country,"  and 

commended  Secretary  Freeman  "for  his  untiring  o  improve  the  farm  pro¬ 
grams  that  are  of  such  vita\  importance  to  al  itizens."  pp.  19171-2 

Sen.  Pearson  criticized  the  conference  rep  farm  bill,  contending 

that  it  "combines  not  only  the\Freeman-Cochra  s  of  acreage  limitations 

and  marketing  controls,  but  als\  invokes  the  n  compensatory  payment 

plan."  Sen,  Mundt  commended  Sen\  Pearson' s  r  l  stated  that  the  bill  as 

reported  out  of  conference  "herala^  the  coll$  :  whole  price  support 

concept  in  agriculture."  p.  19213 

Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  work  bl  thi^  Department  on  its  centennial 
anniversary  and  inserted  several  commendatory  articles,  pp.  19247-9 


SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  school  lunch  program 
(pp.  19173-5).  As  passed  the  bill  amends  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  so  as 
to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  to  States  to  base 
it  on  the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  year  and  a  slightly  modi¬ 
fied  assistance  need  factor  (instead  of  on  the  number  of  children  aged  5  to  17 
and  the  assistance  need  factor) ,  provide  for  a  3-year  transition  to  the  new 
formula  (25  percent  of  the  funds  being  apportioned  on  the  new  formula  the  first 
year,  50  percent  the  second  year,  and  75  percent  on  the  new  formula  the  third 
year) ,  change  the  formula  for  division  of  State  apportionments  between  public 
and  private  schools  to  base  it  on  the  number  of  lunches  served  instead  of  the 
number  of  students,  and  provide  for  special  assistance  to  certain  schools  to 
help  them  serve  free  or  reduced  price  lunches. 


19.  USER  CHARGES;  INSPECTION  SERVICES.  Sen.  Monroney  inserted'  article  critical 
of  Federal  agencieyior  not  paying  for  space  used  at  airpo  for  inspection 
services  including/ the  quarantine  services  by  this  Departm  >  pp.  19177-8 


20.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  article,  "Dispute  Centers  ^  Oregon  Dunes 
-  Stabilization  Plan  Raises  Fears  of  Conservationists,"  includin  criticism  of 
the  Forest  Service  for  planting  beach  grass  to  stabilize  sand  du  in  areas 
of  the  Oregon  Coast,  pp.  19165-6 

Sen.  Mundt  and  others  expressed  concern  over  conditions  in  the  dofyistic 
timber  industry  and  urged  that  steps  be  taken  to  aid  and  protect  the  tpdustry. 
pp.  192*4-20 


21. 


FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Humphrey  expressed  concern  over  reductions  by  the  House 
the yroreign  aid  appropriation  bill,  appealed  to  his  colleagues  "to  maintair  the 
Dr^eram  we  have  initiated,  and  not  to  relax  one  bit,"  and  inserted  the  Presi* 


V'x  dent's  address  to  the  World  Bank  and  Fund.  pp.  19249-51 


Sen.  Proxmire  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  H.  R.  /3175, 
t\e  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill  for  1963.  p.  19150 

Jen.  Bush  inserted  an  address  by  Eugene  R.  Black  discussing  the  activities 
of  the  World  Bank  in  assisting  less  developed  countries,  pp.  19154-7/ 


22.  TOBACCO \  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  an  article  commending  a  CBS  television  pro¬ 
gram  on  "the  relation  of  cigarette  smoking  to  lung  cancer,  p.  191o6 


23.  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Mansfield  commended  the  Area  Redevelopment  program  in 
providing  assistance  to  organized  Indian  reservation  groups  yo  improve  their 
economic  conditions.  pp.  19172-3 


24.  TRADE  FAIRS.  Sen.\Dirksen  commended  the  Chicago  International  Trade  Fair  and 
inserted  several  commendatory  articles,  pp.  19199-200 


25.  RYUKYU  ISLANDS.  Passed^ as  reported  H.  R.  10937,  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  the  economic  and  social  development  of  the  Ryukyu  Islands,  pp.  19204-5 


26.  BUILDINGS.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  11880,  t6  authorize  additional  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  acquisition  of  sites  and  buiLaings  in  foreign  countries  fo( 
U.  S.  personnel,  including  foreign  agricultural  attaches.  p.  19210 


27.  WILDLIFE.  Began  consideration  oiL  H.  J.  Res/  489,  to  provide  protection  for  the 
golden  eagle,  but  after  some  discussion  the  bill  was  withdrawn  for  considera¬ 
tion  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Mansfield,  /pp.  19205-6 


28.  TAXATION.  Passed  over,  at  the  request/of  Sen.  Mansfield,  H.  R,  5260,  to  con- 
-  tinue  the  suspension  of  the  tax  on  theNfirst  domestic  processing  of  coconut  oi 
palm  oil,  palm  kernel  oil,  and  fatty  acr^s,  salts,  and  combination  of  mixtures 
thereof.  p.  19207 


29.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  Sept.  24./  p.  19256 

TEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


30.  FOREIGN  AID.  Extension  ol 


remarks  of  Sen.  Mundt  ii^erting  a  constituent's 
in  t-ho  fnroi'ffn  Qia  •’nd  stating  that  one 

agricultural  research 


letter  discussing  defec/s  in  the  foreign  aid  progra\  and  stating  that  one 


"serious  defect  is  our/ neglect  of  agriculture  and,  oi 
in  the  countries  we  desire  to  help."  pp.  A6989-90 

Various  insertions  favoring  and  opposing  the  reductions  made  by  the  House 
in  appropriations /tor  the  foreign  aid  program,  pp.  A6990y  A6993,  A7003,  A7017 


31.  TEXTILES.  Extei 
problems  of  tl 


>ion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hemphill  inserting  anyarticle  discussif 
textile  industry,  p.  A6997 


32.  FARM  PROGRAM^  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Hagen  favoring  the  "establishment 
of  lower  support  levels,  which  will  require  only  occasional  or  otherwise  re¬ 
duced  regimentation,  ...  "  and  inserting  a  letter  opposing  a  compensatory 
paymenj/ type  program  for  cotton.  pp.  A7011-2 


33.  WILDERNESS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Saylor  inserting  proposed  amendments 
fox/ a  substitute  wilderness  bill  as  advocated  by  the  Citizens  Committee 
N/tural  Resources.  pp.  A7023-5 


962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SEN 


TE 


19173 


TBehind  the  men,  the  women  and  children 
hidNin  a  gully.  All  were  ready  to  die. 

A  'Cheyenne  marksman  wounded  the 
colone\  The  troops  drew  off  and,  as  the 
Indians Vode  and  walked  north  again,  the 
colonel  fulfilled  his  vow. 

Some  daye  they  made  as  many  as  70  miles, 
small  groupV.  walking  and  riding,  dispersed 
but  close  enough  that  they  could  draw 
together  for  defense. 

As  October  began  they  crossed  the  Platte 
River.  \ 

Legend  has  it  that  the  chiefs  decided  the 
weaker  members  coulcl  not  reach  the  Yellow¬ 
stone.  Dull  Knife  supposedly  took  them  and 
attempted  to  reach  Pine\Ridge. 

Legend,  has  it  that  as>v  Dull  Knife  drew 
away,  Little  Wolf  and  the  \emainder  of  the 
band  showed  themselves  on\a  hill  and  de¬ 
coyed  the  soldiers.  \ 

route  split  \ 

But  others  say  the  two  chiefs\split  over 
the  route,  Dull  Knife  wanting  to 'join  Red 
Cloud  and  Little  Wolf  wanting  to  continue 
to  the  Yellowstone.  \ 

No  matter  the  reason,  the  band  split. 
Little  Wolf  led  his  group  into  the  sandnUls 
of  Nebraska  and  Wyoming  where  they  wiry- 
tered  in  secluded  valleys,  living  on  wilcK 
cattle  and  game. 

The  aged  Dull  Knife  led  his  band  along 
willow-shrouded  banks  of  the  White  River 
in  northwest  Nebraska.  He  sent  messengers 
to  ask  Red  Cloud  for  succor. 

.  The  Sioux  chief  had  been  ordered  by  the 
agent  to  report  the  Cheyennes.  He  did. 

In  the  midst  of  a  snow  storm,  the  troops 
found  Dull  Knife. 

“Surrender  or  fight,”  they  said. 

Dull  Knife  surrendered  but  asserted  the 
Cheyennes  would  die  fighting  before  return¬ 
ing  south. 

The  Dull  Knife  Cheyennes  were  held  at 
Port  Robinson.  Arms  and  horses  were  taken 
from  them,  except  for  weapons  the  women 
hid  under  their  skirts. 

“You  will  stay  here  until  the  Governmeny1 
decides  what  to  do  with  you,”  they  wene 
told.  / 

Dull  Knife  answered,  “We  are  back  on  eur 
ground  and  have  stopped  fighting.  We  Have 
found  the  place  we  started  to  come  to.” 

For  several  months  the  Cheyennes  reamed 
freely  around  the  fort.  Then  one  of.  them 
went  to  Pine  Ridge  to  see  his  wife  /and  did 
not  return  for  3  days.  / 

SEALED  IN  EARRACKS  / 

The  Cheyennes  Were  sealed  in/barracks. 

As  the  new  year  began,  Capt/Henry  Wal¬ 
ton  Wessell,  Jr.,  post  commantler,  told  the 
Cheyennes  they  would  have  tp  go  south. 

They  refused.  / 

Captain  Wessell  cut  off  pations,  fuel  and 
finally  water.  Several  learners  were  taken 
from  the  barracks  in  chains. 

On  January  9,  1879,  the  Cheyennes  dressed 
carefully  in  their  best  mid  packed  their  be¬ 
longings.  Hidden  we/pons,  pitifully  few, 
came  out  of  hiding  places. 

Guards  went  downr  in  the  first  blast. 

Cheyennes  streamed  from  the  windows. 

Like  shadows  they  poured  across  the 
moonlit  snow  between  fort  and  river. 

Soldiers  raced/ after  them  and  shadows 
became  dark  m/unds  in  the  snow.  For  10 
days  the  troops'  chased  ahd  killed  Indians — 
men,  women,  And  children. 

Of  the  150 /ndians  at  the  fort,  50  died,  65 
were  recaptured,  most  wounded,  and  the  re¬ 
mainder  disappeared,  some  perhaps  to  reach 
the  Yellowstone. 

Dull  Knife  lost  a  son  and  daughter,  but 
with  the  remnants  of  his  family  he  fled  to 
Red  Cl/ud.  The  Sioux  sheltered  them. 

Eventually  Dull  Knife  moved  to  the 
Tongpe  River  Reservation  where  he  died  in 
188:/  and  was  burled  above  the  Rosebud 
Valley. 

/ittle  Wolf  desperately  kept  his  warriors 
under  control  when  they  heard  of  the  mas¬ 
sacre. 


In  February,  protected  by  a  thin  screen  oi 
warriors  and  foragers,  he  moved  his  barm 
north,  up  the  valley  of  the  Little  Missouri 
and  through  the  badlands  to  about  50  males 
west  of  the  mouth  of  the  Yellowstone.  / 

LITTLE  WOLF  WAITS  / 

He  knew  the  constantly  searching  /oldiers 
would  find  them.  / 

He  moved  to  a  high,  protected  LArtress  in 
the  badlands  where  the  soldiers  co/ld  not  at¬ 
tack  without  tremendous  losses.  / 

There  he  waited.  / 

General  Miles'  scouts  foumi  them.  A 
trusted  Army  lieutenant,  W.  a.  “White  Hat” 
Clark  talked  the  Cheyennes  /nto  surrender  - 
ing.  / 

The  band  moved  to  ForyKeogh. 

The  Government  decided  peace  with  the 
Cheyennes  was  worth  a  Reservation  and  an 
area  near  the  Tongue  RiVer  in  Montana  was 
set  aside.  / 

But  the  man  primarily  responsible  was 
never  to  live  in  honor  on  the  reservation. 

As  the  months  passed  at  Fort  Keogh,  Little 
Wolf  succumbed  t d  boredom  and  whisky. 

Under  its  influe/ce  he  shot  and  killed  an¬ 
other  Cheyenne.  / 

For  25  years,  nntil  his  death  in  1904  and 
his  burial  above  the  Rosebud,  he  wandered 
the  desolate  laftids  of  southern  Montana  and 
Northern  Wwming,  alone  or  with  his  fam- 
ilV— an  exil e  for  committing  the  worst  of 
Cheyenne  primes. 


YORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Mr  ./MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  imaniWms  consent  that  I  may  pro¬ 
ceed^ for  anSadditional  3  minutes  for  the 
pu/pose  of  making  comments  on  what 
the  Senator  frtoi  Oregon  has  said,  and 
aflso  to  call  up  aNbill  which  I  believe  can 
/be  disposed  of  expeditiously. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered. \ 


CASH  ASSISTANCE  UNDER  NA¬ 
TIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1977,  H.R.  11665. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  stated  by  title  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  with  amend¬ 
ments  on  page  3,  line  6,  after  “1962”,  to 
strike  out  “one-half  of  any  funds  avail¬ 
able  for  apportionment  among  the 
States  shall  be  apportioned  in  the  man¬ 
ner  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and 
one-half  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  in  accordance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  provisions  of  this  section,  and 
(2)”  and  insert  “three-quarters  of  any 
funds  available  for  apportionment 
among  the  States  shall  be  apportioned 
in  the  manner  used  prior  to  such  fiscal 
year,  and  one-quarter  of  any  such  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with 
the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  section, 


(2)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 

1963,  one-half  of  any  funds  available 
for  apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 
1962,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds 
shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with 
the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  section, 

(3)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 

1964,  one-quarter  of  any  funds  available 
for  apportionment  among  the  States 
shall  be  apportioned  in  the  manner  used 
prior  to  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 
1962,  and  three-quarters  of  any  such 
funds  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance 
with  the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  and  (4)”;  and  on  page  7,  after  line 
14,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  each  succeeding  fiscal 
year,  to  provide  additional  funds  to  certain 
schools  (selected  on  the  basis  of  factors  set 
forth  in  subsection  (b) )  to  assist  such 
schools  to  serve  free  and  reduced  price 
lunches.  From  the  sums  appropriated  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  the 
Secretary  shall  reserve  such  amount  as  may 
be  necessary,  but  not  in  excess  of  3  per 
centum  thereof,  for  apportionment  to  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa.  Such  amount  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  and  American  Samoa  on  the  basis  of 
( 1 )  the  relative  numbers  of  free  and  reduced 
price  lunches  served  during  the  preceding 
fiscal  year  by  schools,  participating  in  the 
program  under  this  Act  in  such  places,  (2) 
the  need  of  students  in  such  places  for  free 
or  reduced  price  lunches  and  (3)  the  relative 
assistance  need  rates  of  such  places.  The 
remaining  amount  of  such  sums  appro¬ 
priated  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  the  States  (other  than  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa)  on  the  same  bases.  For  purposes 
of  this  section,  American  Samoa  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  an  assistance  need  rate  equal 
to  such  rate  for  Guam,  for  periods  ending 
before  July  1,  1967. 

(b)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (c), 
funds  apportioned  to  each  State  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  shall  be  paid  to  selected  schools 
in  such  State  to  assist  such  schools  to  serve 
free  and  reduced  price  lunches.  Such 
schools  and  the  amounts  of  such  funds  that 
each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  shall 
be  determined  by  the  State  educational 
agency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors: 
( 1 )  The  economic  condition  of  the  area  from 
which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2) 
the  needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools  for  free 
or  reduced  price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages 
of  free  and  reduced  price  lunches  being 
served  in  such  schools  to  their  students; 

(4)  the  cost  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as 
compared  to  the  average  cost  of  school 
lunches  throughout  the  State;  and  (5)  the 
need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assist¬ 
ance  as  reflected  by  the  financial  position 
of  the  school  lunch  programs  in  such  schools. 

(c)  In  the  case  of  any  State  which  is 
not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse  funds 
paid  to  it  under  this  section  to  nonprofit 
private  schools,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold 
from  the  funds  apportioned  to  such  State 
under  this  section  an  amount  which  bears 
the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  num¬ 
ber  of  such  free  and  reduced  price  lunches 
served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all 
nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in 
the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State 
bears  to  the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced 
price  lunches  served  during  such  year  by 
all  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  this  Act  in  the  State.  The  Secretary 
shall  select  nonprofit  private  schools  in  each 
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such  State  and  shall  determine  the  amounts 
which  shall  he  paid  to  each  such  school  from 
time  to  time  from  amounts  so  withheld; 
on  the  basis  of  the  same  factors  set  forth  in 
subsection  (b) . 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert : 

Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  each  succeeding  fiscal 
year  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose 
of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ment  of  section  9  of  this  Act  concerning  the 
service  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay 
the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to 
this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  3  per  centum 
shall  be  available  for  apportionment  to 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and 
American  Samoa.  Prom  the  funds  so  avail¬ 
able  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  to  each 
such  State  an  amount  which  bears  the  same 
ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds  as  the  nuha- 
ber  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in 
accordance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  such 
State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  bears  to 
the  total  number  of  such  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunches  served  in  all  such  States  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $5,000  shall 
be  apportioned  to  American  Samoa,  which 
amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the 
total  amount  available  for  apportionment 
under  this  subsection.  If  any  such  State 
cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  all  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it,  the 
Secretary  shall  make  further  apportionment 
on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportion¬ 
ment  to  any  such  States  which  justify  the 
need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purposes. 

“(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated 
pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year, 
not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  among  States,  other  than  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American 
Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors 
for  each  State:  (1)  the  number  of  free  or 
reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance 
with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the  preceding 
fiscal  year,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate. 
These  factors  shall  be  applied  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner:  First,  determine  an  index  for 
each  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1)  and 
(2);  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of 
the  indices  for  all  such  States;  and,  third, 
apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total 
funds  to  be  apportioned.  Any  funds  so 
initially  apportioned  which  cannot  be  used 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section  by  the  State 
to  which  apportioned,  together  with  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  funds  available  under  this 
subsection,  shall  be  further  apportioned  by 
the  Secretary  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial 
apportionment  to  such  States  which  justify 
on  the  basis  of  operating  experience  the  need 
for  additional  funds  to  meet  the  need  of  stu¬ 
dents  in  such  States  for  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunches. 

“(d)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned 
to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  be 
made  as  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  7  of  the  Act. 

(e)  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any 
fiscal  year  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State 
to  assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods. 
The  selection  of  schools  and  the  amounts 
of  funds  that  each  shall  from  time  to  time 
receive  (within  maximum  per  lunch  amounts 
established  by  the  Secretary)  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  State  educational  agency  on 
the  basis  of  the  following  factors:  (1)  The 
economic  condition  of  the  area  from  which 
such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs 
of  pupils  in  such  schools  for  free  or  reduced- 
price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages  of  free 
and  reduced-price  lunches  being  served  in 
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such  schools  to  their  pupils;  (4)  the  pre¬ 
vailing  price  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as 
compared  with  the  average  prevailing  price 
of  lunches  served  in  the  State  under  this 
Act;  and  (5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for 
additional  assistance  as  reflected  by  the 
financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  pro¬ 
grams  in  such  schools. 

(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational 
agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse 
funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  nonprofit 
private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary 
shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned 
to  such  State  under  subsections  (b)  or  (c) 
of  this  section  an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of 
free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  in 
accordance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  pri¬ 
vate  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  this  Act  in  such  State  bears  to  the 
number  of  such  free  and  reduced-price 
lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under 
this  Act  in  such  State.  The  Secretary  shall 
disburse  the  funds  so  withheld  directly  to 
the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such 
State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to 
the  same  conditions  as  are  applicable  to  a 
State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds 
under  this  section. 

(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms 
and  conditions  governing  the  operation  of 
the  school  lunch  program  set  forth  in  other 
sections  of  this  Act,  including  those  appli¬ 
cable  to  funds  apportioned  or  paid  pursuant 
to  sections  4  or  5  but  excluding  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  7  relating  to  matching,  shall 
be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  express  requirements  of 
this  section.  , 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  amendments  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  the  committee  amendments  are 
considered  and  agreed  to  en  bloc. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  have  an; 
amendment  to  the  bill  which  is  at  the 
desk. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  stated. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  not  calling  up  the 
amendment.  I  should  like  to  question 
the  Senator  from  Montana,  with  whom 
I  have  conferred  about  this  proposal,  and 
the  reason  for  it.  However,  I  should 
first  like  to  state  my  point  on  the  Record, 
so  that  it  may  be  clear  that  our  colloquy 
refers  to  this  amendment. 

It  is  my  desire,  by  the  amendment,  to 
provide  nonprofit  summer  camps,  which 
now  receive  limited  food  aid  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  with  the  full 
range  of  assistance  which  is  given  under 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 

This  proposal  has  received  strong  sup¬ 
port  from  religious  and  lay  organizations 
alike  engaged  in  the  development  of 
youth.  I  believe  that  every  Senator  is 
familiar  with  the  great  work  which  is 
carried  on  by  organizations  such  as  the 
Community  Council  of  Greater  New 
York,  the  Boy  Scouts,  the  Salvation 
Army,  4-H  Clubs,  the  Herald  Tribune 
Fresh  Air  Fund,  and  literally  hundreds 
of  other  organizations  across  the  coun¬ 
try,  in  bringing  children  out  of  slums 
and  sending  them  to  summer  camps. 
We  all  know  the  difficulty  these  organi¬ 
zations  encounter  in  raising  money  for 
these  camps  and  maintaining  them,  and 
the  great  humanitarian  interest  that  is 
involved,  which  is  so  deserving  of  Fed¬ 


eral  help  in  the  form  of  food  aid — in  this 
case  for  the  most  deserving  of  all; 
namely,  children,  who  would  then  be 
able  to  receive  during  the  summer  the 
same  foods  they  receive  during  the 
school  year  under  the  School  Lunch  Act. 
I  should  like  to  get  the  Senator’s  disposi¬ 
tion  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Speaking  for  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  , 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  and  also  the  Sena¬ 
tor  fi’om  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan], 
who  reported  the  bill  from  the  commit¬ 
tee,  I  wish  to  state  for  the  Record  that 
it  is  my  understanding  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  was  opposed  to  S. 
2821  because  it  contemplated  extending 
the  school  lunch  program  in  its  entirety 
to  nonprofit  summer  camps  for  children. 
They  point,  for  example,  to  the  different 
type  of  food  service  operated  in  summer 
camps,  that  many  State  educational 
agencies  probably  would  not  be  author¬ 
ized  to  make  agreements  with  summer 
camps,  and  the  difficulty  of  insuring  that 
nutritional  standards  would  be  met  be¬ 
cause  of  the  short  duration  of  many  such 
camps. 

I  have,  however,  discussed  with  De¬ 
partment  officials  the  possibility  of  a  fur¬ 
ther  study  of  the  current  program  under 
which  summer  camps  received  donated 
foods  from  the  Department.  They  have 
informed  me  that  they  will  undertake  a 
review  of  summer  camp  operations  for 
the  committee  to  determine  how  much 
assistance  is  currently  being  provided 
to  camps  under  the  donated  foods  and 
special  milk  program  and  the  desira¬ 
bility  and  feasibility  of  increasing  such 
assistance. 

I  feel  such  a  review  would  be  most 
worthwhile  and  would  be  very  helpful  to 
the  committee  in  acting  on  any  legisla¬ 
tion  affecting  summer  camps. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Montana  further  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  bill  S.  2821  to 
which  the  Senator  referred  in  his  state¬ 
ment  contains  the  substance  of  the 
amendment  which  I  had  proposed  with 
respect  to  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  understand. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  shall  not  press  the 
amendent.  Obviously,  it  could  not  be 
adopted  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
Department  and  the  committee.  I  be¬ 
lieve  a  study  will  show  such  a  desir¬ 
ability  for  help  as  to  deserve  it  and  get 
it.  So  I  shall  not  press  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  and 
my  fellow  members  kindly  incorporated 
in  the  committee  report  at  my  request 
a  special  section  directed  to  the  school 
lunch  problems  of  our  large  metropoli¬ 
tan  centers. 

The  big  cities  of  the  Nation,  such  as 
Detroit,  have  at  one  and  the  same  time 
the  largest  number  of  needy  children 
and  the  highest  proportion  of  older 
schools  built  without  facilities  for  serv¬ 
ing  meals.  This  means  that  new  tech¬ 
niques  and  new  equipment  must  be  de¬ 
veloped  in  order  to  have  this  program 
reach  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  chil- 
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dren  having  the  greatest  nutritional  re¬ 
quirement. 

The  committee  report  directs  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  look  into  this 
key  problem  and  report  as  promptly  as 
possible  after  January  1, 1963. 

With  this  kind  of  concentrated  atten¬ 
tion  it  should  be  possible  for  Detroit 
youngsters  and  those  of  the  other  big 
cities  to  benefit  more  fully  from  this 
program.  Given'  the  3-year  transition 
period  provided  in  the  Senate  bill,  par¬ 
ticipation  should  be  stepped  up  so  that 
Michigan  and  the  many  other  States 
similarly  situated  will  not  lose  by  the 
passage  of  this  bill;  indeed,  along  with 
the  rest  of  the  country  we  will  gain  by 
having  the  program  operated  under  a 
formula  which  provides  equal  Federal 
contribution  to  all  who  participate. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  amendment  to  be  proposed,  the 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendments  and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  11665)  was  passed. 


OPPOSITION  TO  UNANIMOUS-CON¬ 
SENT  AGREEMENTS 


Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  a 
few  moments  ago,  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  stated,  in  effect,  that  the  lead¬ 
ership  had  asked  for  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  with  respect  to  certain  measures  to 
which,  had  he  been  present,  he  would 
have  objected.  Speaking  only  for  my¬ 
self,  I  have  followed  assiduously  over 
the  past  several  weeks  the  practice  of 
not  asking  for  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ments  unless  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
was  fully  aware  of  my  intention  and 
gave  his  concurrence.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  he  was  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  yesterday,  for  example,  when  an 
agreement  was  reached  to  meet  at  a 
time  certain  on  Tuesday  next  and  to 
vote  at  a  time  certain  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  farm  bill.  It  is  my 
further  understanding  that  on  occasion 
he  has  been  in  the  Chamber  and  has 
indicated  he  was  not  averse  to  unaniy 
mous  consent  being  given  for  the  cop/ 
sideration  of  an  amendment. 

I  assure  the  Senator  from  Oregon/that 
I  did  not  ask  for  unanimous  consent 
with  respect  to  the  aquarium  Jo ill,  al¬ 
though  I  will  take  full  responsibility  for 
it.  I  have  tried  to  cooperate  with  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  and  to  accommo¬ 
date  him,  as  I  have  with/all  Senators, 
in  what  I  have  thought  lie  wanted  done 
concerning  what  the  leadership  has  tried 
to  do  in  scheduling  proposed  legislation. 
I  say  this  not  in  the/form  of  an  apology, 
but  only  as  an  exploration. 

Mr.  MORSE.  JVIr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Montana  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MO^SE.  The  Senator  from 
Montana,  /my  majority  leader,  need 
make  nmstatement  at  all.  That  was  not 
the  desire  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon.  The  Senator  from  Montana 
knows  that  I  agreed  to  a  unanimous- 
consent  request  with  respect  to  the  con¬ 


ference  report  on  the  farm  bill.  I  knew 
nothing  about  a  proposal  for  a  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement  on  the  acquar- 
ium  bill.  I  have  long  opposed  the  pro¬ 
posed  authorization  for  an  aquarium 
until  more  important  needs  have  first 
been  taken  care  of.  I  was  not  told  that 
there  would  be  a  request  for  unanimous 
consent  to  limit  debate  on  the  aquarium 
bill. 

I  do  not  say  that  I  have  a  right  to 
be  notified.  I  do  not  even  ask  for  that. 
I  have  a  duty  to  perform,  as  does  every 
other  Senator,  to  be  present  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  or  to  have  another  Sena¬ 
tor  representing  me.  I  stepped  outside 
the  Chamber  momentarily,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire] 
agreed  to  represent  me  in  case  any 
unanimous-consent  requests  were  made. 

I  desire  the  Senator  from  Montana 
to  know  that  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
stand  on  my  record  of  cooperation  with 
him,  just  as  the  Senator  from  Montana 
has  a  right  to  stand  on  his  record  of 
^cooperation  with  the  Senator  from 
h-egon.  I  think  we  have  had  a  very 
fine  record  of  cooperation  on  procedural 
matters.  I  do  not  know  who  was  re, 
sponsible  for  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  on  the  aquarium  bill.  Who¬ 
ever  itNvas  had  the  right  to  asX  for 
unanimous  consent,  and  if  I  \vfis  not 
present,  that  was  my  fault. 

I  serve  notice  that  I  shall/object  to 
unanimous-consent  agreements  in 
doubtful  cases.X  If  unaniolous-consent 
proposals  are  made  with /respect  to  im¬ 
portant  measures,  such  /s  the  farm  bill, 
which  is  one  of  tne/major  pieces  of 
proposed  legislation  /that  we  know  we 
must  pass  in  connection  with  commit¬ 
ments  we  have  ylade,  I\will  agree  to 
unanimous  consent.  But  Twill  not  give 
unanimous  consent  on  douob^ul,  contro¬ 
versial  issues;  and  certainly\not  with 
respect ,  to  .measures  which  cannot  be 
considered/ to  be  on  the  “must”\ist  for 
passage  before  sine  die  adjournment,  be¬ 
cause  rnany  such  bills  are  bad.  \For 
examme,  I  will  not  give  unanimVis 
consent  to  limit  debate  on  the  so-call( 
Embassy  construction  'bill,  unless  there' 
tn  be  some  consideration  of  amend- 
lents  which  I  desire  to  offer,  which,  in 
my  judgment,  would  remove  the  bad 
features  of  the  bill. 

That  is  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  desires  to  speak,  so  I  shall 
let  him  obtain  the  floor  in  his  own  right. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  not  speak  now,  but  will  discuss  the 
subject  a  little  later. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
assure  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  all 
other  Senators  that  there  will  be  no 
subterfuges,  no  under-the-table  deals. 
If  any  requests  are  made,  they  will  be 
made  with  the  thought  in  mind  that  all 
Senators  who  are  interested  in  one  way 
or  the  other  will  be  notified,  so  that,  if 
possible,  their  assent  may  be  given  be¬ 
forehand.  I  realize  that  many  things 
can  happen  toward  the  end  of  a  ses¬ 
sion;  but  I  assure  .the  Senate  that  so 
far  as  the  Senator  from  Montana  is  con¬ 
cerned,  if  he  has  any  control  over  cer¬ 
tain  events  which  sometimes  happen, 
they  will  not  happen. 


Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  shaiy 
assume  a  part  of  the  responsibility  for 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  which 
was  entered  into  with  respect  ty the 
aquarium  bill.  I  vigorously  oppose  the 
aquarium  bill.  I  concur  in  th/g  state¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  that 
there  are  thousands  of  place/  in  which 
$20  million,  $15  million,  or/$10  million 
could  be  more  intelligently/and  humane¬ 
ly  spent  than  on  the  project  contem¬ 
plated  by  the  aquarium  bill.  I  think 
the  leadership  and  the  President  ought 
to  tell  the  Senate  tp  lay  this  bill  aside. 

I  wish  to  relate/ my  experience  with 
respect  to  this  subject,  and  I  desire  to 
have  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Engle),  especially,  listen  to  it.  There 
was  a  meeting  about  2  months  ago  at 
which  abm/t  30  persons  were  present. 
Those  30,/ersons  comprised  Representa¬ 
tives,  bych  Republican  and  Democratic. 
The  one  who  presided  is  a  Member  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  The  im¬ 
plication  was  made  that  the  Senator 
from  Ohio — I  was  not  identified,  but  I 
£as  the  person  in  contemplation — be- 
'lieved  he  had  achieved  something  by 
having  the  amount  reduced  from  $20 
million  to  $10  million.  I  was  astounded 
by  the  remarks  which  were  made.  To 
those  30  people,  the  statement  was  made: 
“The  Senate  will  approve  $10  million. 
The  House  approved  $20  million.  He 
might  as  well  understand  now  that  the 
amount  which  will  be  agreed  upon  in 
conference  will  be  $15  million.”  I  re¬ 
peat:  That  statement  was  made  in  the 
presence  of,  I  should  say,  30  Representa¬ 
tives,  and  was  directed  at  me,  because  I 
made  a  fight  against  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  the  aquarium  bill  is 
nothing  but  a  political  operation.  Why 
should  a  $15  million  aquarium  be  built 
in  Washington  merely  to  invite  visitors, 
of  whom  8  million  are  already  coming 
into  the  city  each  year?  To  build  such 
an  aquarium  would  be  imprudent.  It  is 
unjustified.  It  is  an  insult  to  the  people 
of  the  country,  who  are  struggling  to 
pay  taxes.  If  ever  a  measure  came  be¬ 
fore  this  body  as  to  which  the  President 
ought  to  put  thumbs  down,  this  is  it. 

We  are  worrying  over  the  flight  of 
tJd,  worrying  about  lifting  the  debt 
celling,  worrying  about  the  depreciation 
of  tk  dollar.  Yet  this  scandalous  bill 
is  presented  to  us,  a  bill  which  contem¬ 
plates  Ehe  building  of  this  aquarium  at 
an  expenditure  of  $15  million. 

Mr.  Prekdent  I  hold  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  fMr.  Randolph]  in  the 
highest  esteerm  and  I  know  he  is  not  at 
all  familiar  with  what  transpired  at  the 
meeting  referreck  to.  He  is  a  decent, 
honest  man;  and  Kknow  he  honestly  be¬ 
lieves  in  the  legitimacy  of  this  project. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Furthermore,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Randolph]  has  a  parliamentary  re¬ 
sponsibility,  as  a  member\of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  ohce  this  bill 
has  been  made  the  business  bf  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  to  take  the  bill  through  tn^  Senate. 
That  is  his  job. 

I  join  the  Senator  from  Ohio  ih.  pay¬ 
ing  the  highest  respects  to  the  idealyand 
the  high  principles  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia.  Certainly 
he  would  not  be  a  party  to  a  subterfuge\ 
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^  found,  that  under  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  a  bill  which  shocked 
us  was Nx)  be  before  the  Senate.  We  in¬ 
tend  to  no  all  we  can  to  have  the  bill 
defeated.  NIf  it  were  not  for  the  unani- 
mous-conseht  agreement,  I  assure  the 
Senate  that  t>he  bill  would  be  defeated. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  the  Senators  who  have  spoken  in 
their  remarks  o\  commendation  and 
praise  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  .  I  have 
served  for  many  yeark  with  him,  and  I 
have  the  highest  respect  and  admira¬ 
tion  for  him. 


BLOCKADE  OP  CUBA 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President  during 
the  debate  on  the  so-called  Cuba^r  reso¬ 
lution  yesterday,  in  some  of  the  state¬ 
ments  made  after  the  debate,  and  ik  all 
too  many  writings  by  some  columnists, 
there  has  appeared  the  view  that  tl 
imposition  of  a  blockade  with  respect  to\ 
war  materiel  destined  for  Cuba  would 
be  an  act  of  war. 

I  had  hoped  that  in  my  lengthy  state¬ 
ment  on  this  floor  on  September  6,  I 
might  have  encouraged  a  little  more 
thinking  and  research  on  this  subject 
and  a  little  less  snap  judgment  on  it  than 
has  occurred  since  then.  But  apparent¬ 
ly  my  hopes  have  not  been  fulfilled. 

In  the  September  21  issue  of  Life 
magazine,  the  lead  editorial,  entitled 
“What  Should  Monroe  Doctrine  Mean? 
Blockade,”  again  goes  into  this  subject, 
and,  I  suggest,  reaffirms  my  view  on  it, 
and  makes  very  clear  that  a  snap  judg¬ 
ment  on  it,  without  thought  to  the  fine 
points  of  this  matter,  might  well  be 
wrong.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
this  excellent  editorial  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[Prom  Life  magazine,  Sept.  21,  1961] 

What  Should  Monroe  Doctrine  Mean? 

Blockade 

Khrushchev’s  arms  buildup  in  Cuba  is  an 
insolent  challenge  to  the  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere  which  has  so  far  drawn  no  adequate 
response  from  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  The  White  House  is  wrapped  in, 
what  appears  to  be  indecision.  A  measure 
of  indecision  is  understandable,  for  we  ha/e 
been  skillfully  ambushed  by  Khrushchev. 
But  the  President  must  act,  and  we/urge 
him  to  invoke  the  Monroe  Doctrine,  ar  foun¬ 
dation  stone  of  U.S.  foreign  policy/ to  pre¬ 
vent  Castro’s  further  Import  of  96mmunist 
arms. 

What  has  happened  to  the /Monroe  Doc¬ 
trine?  When  Khrushchev  ^pronounced  it 
dead  2  years  ago  Eisenhow/  denied  it,  and 
so  has  Kennedy.  But  Khrushchev  is  evi¬ 
dently  trying  to  prove  it/ciead  or  to  find  out 
what  it  means.  Being/ unilateral,  the  doc¬ 
trine  has  always  meat/  just  what  the  United 
States  says  it  means/ including  what  kind  of 
colonization  it  i  yin  tended  to  forbid.  But 
to  mean  anything  to  Khrushchev,  the  doc¬ 
trine  needs  a  fyesh.  definition  of  the  kind  the 
United  State/will  risk  a  fight  for.  Kennedy 
owes  the  wofid  that  clarification. 

In  his  /statement  admitting  the  Cuban 
buildup/Kennedy  said  it  is  not  yet  a  serious 
military  threat  to  the  United  States.  He 
made/a  distinction  (hardly  tenable)  between 
offe/sive  and  defensive  weapons,  implying 
tlj/t  a  continued  buildup  will  raise  the 


“gravest  issues” — i.e.,  issues  of  U.S.  preven¬ 
tive  action.  We  suggest  that  the  issue  is 
sufficiently  grave  already;  that  the  presence 
of  massive  Soviet  arms  and  soldiers  in  this 
hemisphere  is  hostile  to  the  Monroe  Doc¬ 
trine,  and  that  it  should  be  specifically  de¬ 
fined  to  exclude  them.  Russian  arms  have 
turned  Cuba  into  a  Russian  colony  as  ab¬ 
ject  as  East  Germany.  If  not  yet  a  threat 
to  the  continental  United  States,  they  are 
such  to  the  harassed  governments  of  Ven¬ 
ezuela,  Guatemala,  Honduras,  and  several 
other  members  of  our  hemisphere  security 
system,  not  to  mention  our  Marine  base  at 
Guantanamo  or  the  Panama  Canal.  And 
they  are  a  political  threat  to  the  U.S.  posi¬ 
tion  as  a  world  power. 

How  then  can  Kennedy  stop  further  Com¬ 
munist  arms  to  Cuba  and  make  an  updated 
Monroe  Doctrine  stick?  He  has  taken  some 
first  steps.  He  is  bringing  pressure  on  our 
NATO  allies  not  to  let  their  ships  be  char¬ 
tered  for  this  traffic.  Dean  Rusk  has  pro¬ 
posed  an  informal  meeting  of  Western 
Hemisphere  foreign  ministers  to  discuss  pos¬ 
sible  OAS  action.  Moreover,  Kennedy  has 
promised  to  continue  helping  Caribbean  na¬ 
tions  patrol  their  shores  against  arms  smug¬ 
gled  from  Cuba. 

These  steps  are  not  enough.  The  next  one, 
suggest,  is  that  the  U.S.  Navy,  with  what¬ 
ever  Latin  American  support  we  can  muster, 
stopSand  search  all  vessels,  especially  Soviet 
vesselk.  entering  Cuban  waters  and  suspected/ 
of  carrying  more  Soviet  arms  or  men. 
men  would  be  sent  home,  the  arms  dumped 
in  the  seaV 

Rusk  hasMiscouraged  blockade  talk  Oh  the 
ground  thatNit  would  be  “an  act  at  war.” 
But  a  blockade  against  armaments  is  less 
warlike  than  Khrushchev’s  massj/e  arming 
of  Castro.  It  is\less  bellicose  /than  Khru¬ 
shchev’s  irresponsible  rodomontade  of  last 
week,  in  which  he  accused  the  United  States 
of  plotting  an  invasion  of  Cuba  and  threat¬ 
ened  nuclear  war.  Aik  anns  blockade — al¬ 
though  it  may  mean  waX~ is  not  necessarily 
a  formal  act  of  war,  especially  if  the  139- 
year-old  Monroe  Doctrine  is^  interpreted  to 
require  it. 

In  so  interpreting  it,  we  nfust  of  course 
seek  assent  fronyour  Latin  allies\with  whom 
we  have  increasingly  shared  responsibiliity 
for  the  doctrine's  definition  since  1933.  But 
we  have  noy  surrendered  this  responsibility; 
the  Latin/are  inclined  to  evade  it;  and  our 
whole  hemisphere  security  system  depends  in 
the  las / analysis  on  U.S.  power.  Said  Ken¬ 
nedy  fast  year:  “If  the  nations  of  this  her 
sphere  should  fail  to  meet  their  commit^ 
mehts  against  outside  Communist  penetra- ' 
ibn  *  *  *  this  Government  will  not  hesi¬ 
tate  in  meeting  its  primary  obligations  which 
are  to  the  security  of  our  Nation.” 

It  is  true  that  U.S.  interests  and  security 
are  now  global,  not  merely  hemispheric. 
Kennedy  himself  seems  unduly  impressed 
with  Khrushchev’s  argument  that  if  we  sup¬ 
port  NATO  bases  near  Russia’s  Turkish 
border,  why  can’t  Russia  have  bases  in  our 
backyard?  Though  our  interests  are  global, 
we  have  a  prior  commitment  to  this  hemi¬ 
sphere;  and  there  is  no  law  telling  us  we 
must  not  resist  aggression  until  our  de¬ 
clared  enemy  is  as  worldwide  as  we. 

The  Soviet  buildup  near  Florida  is  the 
most  direct  challenge  to  the  Monroe  Doctrine 
since  Maximilian  invaded  Mexico.  The  re¬ 
assertion  of  the  doctrine  against  this  threat 
will  reassure  our  uneasy  allies  and  put  spine 
in  the  inter-American  system.  Above  all,  it 
will  let  Khrushchev  know  that  Kennedy,  who 
once  said,  “Our  restraint  is  not  inexhausti¬ 
ble,”  is  not  the  victim  of  permanent  indeci¬ 
sion.  A  blockade  has  its  dangers,  including 
that  of  physical  sailor-to-sailor  contact  with 
the  enemy,  though  the  conflict  will  remain 
as  limited  as  Khrushchev  desires.  There  is 
far  greater  danger  in  continued  piecemeal 
acceptance  of  the  worldwide  Communist 
advance. 


TRIBUTE  TO  MRS.  VIRGINIA 
WELDON  KELLY 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  have/ 
dealt  with  our  military  construction  an 
thorization  and  appropriations  bills  /6r 
almost  10  years. 

During  that  time,  I  have  never  /ound 
an  individual  more  alert  or  m/re  in¬ 
terested  in  certain  items  in  these  bills, 
or  more  concerned  about  the/welfare  of 
our  entire  military  personnel  than  Mrs. 
Virginia  Weldon  Kelly.  She  has  shown 
a  particular  concern  for  military  hos¬ 
pitals,  including  the  l^aval  Hospital  at 
Long  Beach,  Calif. 

Mrs.  Kelly  is  a  cau&ble  and  courageous 
member  of  the  fourth  estate. 

Mrs.  Kelly  h/s  been  especially  in¬ 
terested  in  the/Long  Beach  Naval  Hos¬ 
pital,  because''  she  had  personal  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the/great  need  for  such  a  hos¬ 
pital  in  tjaat  busy  west  coast  area. 

Many /many  times  I  have  heard  her 
expres/her  humanitarian  interest  in  the 
welfare  of  our  military  personnel,  both 
enlisted  and  officer.  I  know  this  interest 
is/genuine  as  her  very  warm  heart  has 
sflected  for  many  years. 

In  view  of  my  observations  of  Mrs. 
Kelly  and  her  generous  interest  and  con¬ 
cern  for  the  welfare  of  military  person¬ 
nel  and  their  families,  I  have  made  spe¬ 
cial  inquiry  to  learn  more  about  her 
activities. 

On  inquiry,  I  have  learned  the  follow¬ 
ing  facts: 

Mrs.  Kelly,  wife  of  retired  Rear  Adm. 
Thomas  J.  Kelly,  has  devoted  much  of 
her  spare  time  as  a  Navy  relief  volun¬ 
teer  and  Red  Cross  volunteer,  on  duty 
in  military  hospitals  helping  to  care  for 
the  sick  and  wounded  members  of  our 
armed  services  and  their  wives  and  chil¬ 
dren. 

During  World  War  II,  when  her  hus¬ 
band  was  then  at  sea,  Mrs.  Kelly  lived 
in  Long  Beach.  Since  1946  Admiral  and 
Mrs.  Kelly  have  lived  in  Washington 
where  she  has  been  a  member  of  the 
Congressional  press  corps  for  15  years. 

Long  Beach  did  have  a  naval  hospital 
during  World  War  n,  but  it  was  later 
turned  over  to  the  Veterans’  Adminis¬ 
tration,  which  continues  to  operate  it. 

^Throughout  the  years  hundreds  of 
servicemen  have  written  Mrs.  Kelly, 
urging  her  to  assist  in  getting  a  new 
hospital  for  Long  Beach. 

Before  the  Korean  war,  the  Long 
Beach  Naval  Shipyard  closed,  causing 
much  unemployment  in  that  area. 

Mrs.  Kellyrtook  up  her  pen  and  wrote 
newspaper  editorials  urging  the  ship¬ 
yard  be  reopened.  In  1951,  it  did  open 
again  and  is  still  operating. 

Other  activities  in  the  busy  life  of  Mrs. 
Virginia  Kelly  include: 

Assistance  in  organizing  the  first  Navy 
Wives  Club  in  Seattle  miring  World  War 

n.  , 

Service  as  a  sponsor  of ''a  class  of  re¬ 
serve  midshipmen  at  the  \U.S.  Naval 
Academy.  She  spent  a  year  oi. her  spare 
time  repairing  3,000  hymnal^  at  the 
academy  chapel. 

Ever  mindful  of  the  needs  for  iriHitary 
servicemen,  she  has  spent  hours  \s  a 
volunteer  worker  at  Walter  Reed 
pital  in  Washington,  and  has  pushed  ii, 
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IS  ..REPORTS.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  wit 
amendment  S.  3631,  to  preserve  the  confidential  nature  of  copies  of  rei 


irts 


filed\with  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  on  a  confidential  basis  (S.  Rept./2218). 

p.  202) 

12.  BUDGETING  \  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10613,  to  repeal  subsection  (d)  of 

Sec.  16  of\the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  which  requires  detailed 
budget  estimates  for  appropriations  to  be  used  for  purchase  or /hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles  or  for  purchase,  maintenance,  or  operation  of  air¬ 
craft.  This  brll  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  202^9 

13.  LATIN  AMERICA.  Se\.  Morse  inserted  an  address  by  the  president  of  the  Inter- 

American  Development  Bank,  "Latin  America:  Economic  Intej^ration  and  Political 
Reintegration,"  pp.  X0330-3 

HOUSE 


14.  WHEAT.  By  a  vote  of  255  to,  60,  passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.R.  13241, 
to  amend  Sec.  309  of  the  Fobd  and  Agriculture  Ac/  of  1962  to  provide  that  a 
farm  marketing  quota  on  the\1963  crop  shall  by  applicable  to  any  farm  on 
which  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds^ the  smaller  of yl5  acres  or  highest  number  of 
acres  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  in  calendar:  years  1959,  1960,  1961  or  1963 
(instead  of  1959,  1960,  or  1961)\pp.  20403-y(0)  .  The  Agriculture  Committee 
earlier  reported  this  bill  without^ amendment  (H.  Rept.  2497) (p.  20443). 

The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  13188,  to  amend  the 
1963  wheat  provisions  of  the  Food  any  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  to  permit  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  adjustments  in  yields  of  wheat  to  reflect  any 
increases  in  yields  as  the  result  of  /thfc  adoption  of  the  improvement  of  an 
irrigation  system.  (The  adjusted  yields  oan  be  used  in  determining  diversion 
payments  of  the  first  207„  reduction  in  wheat  acreage  and  in  determining  the 
normal  production  of  the  1963  acreage  for  purposes  of  price  support  payments.) 
(H.  .Rept.  2505).  p.  20443 
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15.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Cooley  inserted  a  descriptiv\  summary  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1962.  pp.  20410-2 

Rep.  Hoeven  criticized  the  farm  legislation  enacted  during  the  87th  Congress 
and  said,  "The  only  thing/that  this  administration  \ffers  is  controls  and  more 
controls."  pp.  20439-4] 


16.  ANIMAL  DISEASE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3120,  to  grant  the  Secretary  of 

Agriculture  additional  authority  to  permit  the  inter states  movement  of  certain 
diseased  livestock /and  poultry.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
p.  20352 

17.  RICE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritional  enrich¬ 

ment  and  sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under  certain 
Federal  programs,  including  the  national  school  lunch  program.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent/  to  the  President,  p.  20352 

18.  LANDS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11111,  to  amend  the  Act  of  October  4, 

1961,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  and  convey  certain 
forest/ lands  in  Iowa  so  as  to  provide  that  such  sale  shall  be  subject  t<Xthe 
cond.ftion  that  the  property  be  used  for  public  purposes,  p.  20352 

CROP  INSURANCE.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Abernethy,  passed  over  without  preju-x 
lice  S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended,  in  order  t<^ 
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increase  from  100  to  150  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insur 
y  be  offered  each  year,  p.  20352 _ 


20.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  11665,  to  re¬ 
vise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under 

pp.  20349,  20299 


the  National  School  Lunch  Act. 


Passe^d  without  amendment  S.  J.  Re.  211,  providing  for  the  establishment  o 

an  annuaI\National  School  Lunch  Week.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President  ,\  p.  20350 


21.  APPRO PRIATIONS\  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  Ry  13290,  making 
supplemental  appropriations  for  1963  (H.  Rept.  2507) (p.  20443).  Permission 
was  granted  to  oiling  this  bill  up  any  time  on  Wednesday  jor  thereafter, 
p.  20345 

Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12276,  the  District  of  Columbia  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  19\3.  Senate  conferees  have  alrea/ly  been  appointed, 
p.  20345 


22.  MINERALS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H/  R.  11049,  to  provide  for  the 
relief  of  certain  oil  and'gas  lessees  under  the/Mineral  Leasing  Act.  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  ttX  President,  p.  2Q349 


23. 


CENSUS.  Passed  without  amendment  H  R.  11950,  to  provide  for  taking  of  the 
economic  census  one  year  earlier^  starting /in  1968.  p.  20351 

The  Rules  Committee  reported  ekrule  fefr  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  10569, 
to  amend  title  13,  U.S.C.,  to  preserve  /Che  confidential  nature  of  copies  of 
information  filed  with  the  Bureau  oX  bne  Census  on  a  confidential  basis, 
pp.  20396,  20443 


24.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  6on.  Res.  53,  favoring  travel  by  legis¬ 
lative  and  Government  employees  c/n  U.  S.  \ir  flag  carriers,  p.  20351 

By  a  vote  of  309  to  19,  pass^d/sus^ehsion  of  the  rules  H.  R.  5698,  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  apportionment  requirement  in  the  Crvil  Service  Act  of  January  16, 
1883,  to  temporary  summer  employment,  pp.  20X76-96 


25.  QUARANTINE.  Passed  without/amendment  H.  R.  683,  \o  authorize  the  Donna-Rio 

Bravo  Bridge  Company  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  toll  bridge  acrosr 
the  Rio  Grande  near  Donri'a.  Texas.  d.  20351  \ 


26.  MIGRATORY  BIRDS.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  3504,  to  authorize  the  appropriation 
of  $7500  for  expenses  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission,  p. 20353 


27.  PAY  BILL.  By  a  vot4  of  327  to  22,  passed  under  suspension  o'f  the  rules  a  re¬ 
solution  sending H.  R.  7927,  the  postal  increase  and  pay  bill,  to  conference, 
House  and  Senajte  conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  20365-72,  20292 


28. 


FISHERIES.  Phssed  without  amendment  S.  3431,  to  consent  to  the  Amendment  of 
the  Pacifi/ Marine  Fisheries  Compact  and  to  participation  of  certain  addi¬ 
tional  States  in  such  compact.  This  bill  will  now  be  seht  to  the  president, 
pp.  20353-4 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  901,  the  proposed  Oceanographic 
Act  oJl  1962.  pp.  20412-3 

le  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H\R. 
9547,  to  amend  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  with  regard  to  the  import 
f^r  sale  within  the  U.  S.  of  salmon  taken  on  the  high  seas  of  the  North 
Pacific  Ocean  (H.  Rept.  2498).  p.  20443 
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Jugoslav  Liberals  Warned  To  Heed  Party 
L-ine — Tito  Aid  Tells  Communists  Devia- 
ion  Is  Barred;  Rankovic  Presses  Cam¬ 
paign  To  Enforce  Discipline 
(By  Paul  Underwood) 

Belgrade,  Yugoslavia,  July  22. — A  top 
Yugoslav'Communist  warned  today  that  ide¬ 
ological  deflations  and  “liberalist  concep¬ 
tions”  would,  no  longer  be  tolerated  in  the 
Yugoslav  parry  organization. 

Speaking  at 'the  opening  session  of  a  2- 
day  meeting  of 'the  party’s  executive  com¬ 
mittee,  Aleksander  Rankovic,  the  party's 
secretary  and  one  df  Yugoslavia’s  four  vice 
presidents,  emphasized  that  complete  ad¬ 
herence  to  party  doctrine  would  be  de¬ 
manded  of  every  member. 

This  article  was  written  after  a  major¬ 
ity  of  Senators  had  accented  the  argu¬ 
ments,  that  assistance  should  be  given  to 
Yugoslavia,  or  at  least  thaV the  Presi¬ 
dent  should  be  allowed  to  dckso,  Tito 
felt  the  pie  counter  had  been  opened  to 
him  again,  so  what  did  he  do? 

On  July  23,  Paul  Underwood,  tenting 
for  the  New  York  Times,  reported^  as 
follows: 

Tito  Backs  Curbs  on  Liberal  Trend — Tel£^ 

Party  Meeting  Regime  Has  Been  Too' 

Lenient  on  Yugoslavia’s  Authors 
(By  Paul  Underwood) 

Belgrade,  Yugoslavia,  July  23. — President 
Tito  said  today  that  the  new  retreat  from 
liberalism  in  Yugoslavia  would  affect  cultur¬ 
al  life  as  well  as  politics. 

Speaking  at  the  close  of  a  2-day  meeting 
of  the  Yugoslav  Communist  Party’s  Central 
Committee,  Marshal  Tito  declared  that  his 
regime  had  gone  too  far  in  allowing  writers 
freedom  of  expression. 

Although  observers  generally  agree  that 
Yugoslav  writers  actually  have  had  less  free¬ 
dom  of  expression  than,  for  instance,  Polish 
authors,  the  Yugoslav  President  asserted: 

“We  have  had  a  very  liberal  attitude.  We 
shrugged  our  shoulders,  thinking  nobody 
would  be  harmed  if  we  allowed  people  to  say 
and  write  what  they  wanted. 

“In  this  we  have  gone  too  far.  We  cer¬ 
tainly  do  not  want  to  teach  writers  and  tell 
them  what  they  must  write,  but  we  will  not 
allow  anyone  to  write  nonsense  and  carica¬ 
ture  and  distort  our  social  life." 

Anyone  who  believes  that  under  the 
influence  of  American  aid  Yugoslavia  has 
become  more  liberal  has  only  to  look  at 
the  facts  of  life,  because  this  action  has 
taken  place  in  the  past  few  weeks — cer¬ 
tainly  within  the  past  couple  of  months  " 
It  has  taken  place  since  Congress  acted 
to  permit  the  President  to  continue/aid 
to  Yugoslavia. 

On  August  15,  Paul  Underwood  ,/n  an¬ 
other  account  from  Belgrade,  reported  in 
the  New  York  Times : 

In  the  midst  of  its  third  straight  unsatis¬ 
factory  harvest,  the  Tito  regime  has  decided 
to  take  direct  action  to  enlarge  the  “Socialist 
sector”  of  Yugoslav  agricult 

The  specific  target  will  /he  the  thousands 
of  peasants  who  work  aybther  jolts  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  taking  care  of  small  landholdings. 

On  the  basis  of  /hat  spokesmen  have 
said,  it  is  evident  teat  the  regime  plans  to 
use  taxation  to  for/ce  the  peasants  to  choose 
between  being  workers  or  farmers.  There 
appears  to  be  an/ assumption  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  that  th/ise  choosing  farming  would 
have  to  Jo  hr  agricultural  cooperatives  to 
maintain  their  standard  of  living. 

In  otnev  words,  Tito  has  not  only 
tightened  his  grip  on  the  Yugoslav  so- 
ciety /n  terms  of  freedom  of  speech,  in 
of  adherence  to  the  party  line,  but 
hq/has  also  insisted  on  a  further  social¬ 


ization  and  communization  of  the  agri¬ 
cultural  section  of  the  economy. 

On  July  20,  a  little  earlier,  but  after 
Congress  had  acted  to  permit  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  give  aid  to  Yugoslavia,  another 
article  by  Mr.  Paul  Underwood  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  New  York  Times.  The 
article  reads,  in  part: 

President  Tito’s  regime  is  cutting  down 
still  further  the  tiny  area  in  which  private 
business  is  permitted  to  function  in  Com¬ 
munist  Yugoslavia’s  economy. 

Under  new  regulations,  private  taxis  will 
be  eliminated  within  a  year.  Private  truck¬ 
ing  and  hauling  will  also  be  banned  within 
12  months. 

Craftsmen  will  not  be  permitted  to  engage 
in  general  production,  but  will  be  limited 
to  performing  services.  Private  craftsmen, 
moreover,  will  be  barred  from  working  on 
building  projects  financed  with  public  funds. 

Finally,  Mr.  Victor  Riesel,  in  an  article 
published  in  the  Milwaukee  Sentinel,  in 
July  wrote: 

On  June  28,  a  Communist  Chinese  dele¬ 
gation  in  Belgrade  signed  a  $6  million  trade 
agreement  with  the  Yugoslav  Government. 
When  the  Belgrade  government  officially  an¬ 
nounced  this  it  reported  an  agreement  wit] 
yie  Chinese  Peoples  Republic. 

vThat  is  Mao  Tse-tung’s  Peiping  gov( 
ment.  That  is  the  enemy.  If  we’re'  not 
fighting  the  Communist  Chinese  now  in 
Soutm.  Vietnam,  then  we’re  sending  those 
helicopters  out  to  shadowbox  wi£n  smoke 
columns\  Obviously  Marshal  Tijo  is  aiding 
our  enemyv  With  what? 

The  Belgrade-Peiping  agreement  calls  for 
Yugoslavia  ui  send  aluminum  and  copper 
products,  seamless  tubes,  /Cellulose,  chemi¬ 
cals,  polyvinyl  ohioride,  bools,  cables,  trac¬ 
tors,  as  well  as  consumer  goods.  If  most  of 
these  goods  are  not.  potential  war  material, 
Tito  is  czar  Nicholas/n  disguise. 

All  this  has  been  jfotng  on  since  March  25, 
1960.  A  new  agreements  signed  each  year. 
This  means  Tito/ has  been  sending  Peiping 
millions  of  doll/rs  worth  ol  vital  equipment 
while  we  havemeen  lending  Wm  millions. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  old  situation. 
A  similar  proposal  has  been  adopted 
after  many  days  of  debate  in  the  Senate 
this  year  and  in  past  years.  This  year 
the  -Senate  won  a  victory  by  providing 
that  no  development  loan  shoulck  be 
(ade  available  to  Yugoslavia;  and  the 
>ill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  did  not  prc 
vide  any  Presidential  discretion  in  that' 
connection.  However,  after  the  Senate 
modified  the  provision  in  that  way,  the 
conferees  gave  in  to  the  House  position 
and  agreed  to  the  House  language. 

Now  this  battle  has  been  won  in  the 
House,  and  those  in  the  House  who 
wished  to  go  on  record  politically  against 
aid  to  Yugoslavia  have  done  so;  but  now 
they  apparently  expect  the  Senate  to 
“take  them  off  the  hook.” 

Mr.  President,  the  issue  is  very  clear. 
Senators  who  oppose  aid  to  Yugoslavia 
should  vote  “No”  on  the  question  of 
agreeing  to  this  committee  amendment, 
for  it  is  clear  that  if  the  committee 
amendment  is  enacted,  our  aid  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  go  to  Yugoslavia. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  has 
yielded  to  himself  has  expired. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  more  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  is  recognized 
for  1  more  minute. 


Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  it/is 
clear  that  under  the  advise  and  consent 
clause  of  the  Constitution,  the  Senate 
has  every  right  to  insist  on  having  its 
views  in  connection  with  such/matters 
respected.  How  would  an  anfendment 
providing  that  no  aid  shall  Joe  given  to 
a  Communist  country  interfere  with  the 
President’s  exercise  of  /discretion  in 
carrying  on  the  foreigil  policy  of  the 
United  States?  After  -611,  the  Constitu¬ 
tion  does  not  delegate  to  the  President 
the  legislative  power.  I  cannot  under¬ 
stand  why  every  time  some  of  us  take  a 
position  against/a  proposal  which  can¬ 
not  be  defended^ on  any  other  ground,  it 
is  argued,  “Ybu  must  trust  the  Presi¬ 
dent.”  I  vtes  elected  by  the  people  of 
Wisconsin/ and  my  responsibility  is  to 
them,  noy  to  the  President.  I  agree  with 
most  of/the  proposals  contained  in  this 
bill;  but  I  see  no  reason  why,  in  deal¬ 
ing  vrith  even  a  small  amount  of  aid  to 
Yugoslavia  or  Poland,  we  cannot  say 
'Wo.”  Otherwise,  one  would  be  forced  to 
^conclude  that  the  advise  and  consent 
clause  of  the  Constitution  gives  the  Sen¬ 
ate  no  effective  voice.  However,  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  provision  of  the  Constitution 
means  something. 

I - — r- - 

REVISION  OF  FORMULA  FOR  AP¬ 
PORTIONING  CASH  ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS  TO  STATES  UNDER  NA¬ 
TIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  the  House  on  House  bill  11665. 

The  Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Pell  in  the 
chair)  laid  before  the  Senate  a  message 
from  the  House  of  Representatives  an¬ 
nouncing  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  request¬ 
ing  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  move  that  the 
Senate  insist  upon  its  amendments, 
agree  to  the  request  of  the  House  for  a 
conference,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Jordan 
of  North  Carolina,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr. 
Young  of  Ohio,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Hicken- 
looper,  Mr.  Young  of  North  Dakota,  and 
Mr.  Cooper  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

FOREIGN  AfD  AND  RELATED  AGEN¬ 
CIES  APPROPRIATIONS,  1963 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  13175)  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  foreigh  aid  and  related 
agencies  for  the  fiscarwear  ending  June 
30,  1963,  and  for  other ^purposes. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  yield  3  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Connecticut  is  recognized 
for  3  minutes. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  iflerely 
wish  to  go  on  record  again  in  support 
of  the  position  the  Senator  from  Wis- 
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cofrsin  has  taken  on  this  phase  of  the 
billX 

It  sfeems  to  me  the  record  is  perfectly 
clear,  and  I  think  the  arguments  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  are 
unanswerable. 

In  reply,  we  are  met  with  the  worn  out 
argument  that  we  should  not  tie  the 
President’s  hands;  that  he  has  this 
power,  and  tha\we  cannot  say  “no.” 
But,  Mr.  President,  that  argument  is  so 
threadbare  and  worn  out  that  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  now  see 'through  it.  After 
all,  the  Gallup  poll  shows  that  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  people  of  th /country  are  op¬ 
posed  to  this  sort  of  business.  I  know 
from  the  considerable  amount  of  mail 
which  I  receive  from  my  Constituents 
that  they  are  opposed  to  this  sort  of 
thing.  \ 

Nevertheless,  we  seem  to  be  unable  to 
work  our  will,  because  every  time  we  try 
to  do  what  our  constituents  want,  wevare 
deflected  from  our  goal  by  softening 
language  which  renders  our  amendments 
meaningless.  x 

Mr.  President,  I  think  that,  at  least 
to  some  extent,  confusion  is  caused  by 
that  sort  of  thing. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  for  his  forthright,  direct  approach  to# 
this  problem. 

We  have  seen  such  efforts  to  avoid,  by 
backpeddling  or  backing  away,  the  issue 
which  confronts  us.  It  is  easy  to  do  that 
and  to  make  speeches  about  the  consti¬ 
tutional  system;  and  it  may  be  that  for 
a  while  such  a  position  will  appear  to 
satisfy  those  on  both  sides  of  the  fence. 
But  sooner  or  later  one’s  words  will  come 
back  to  haunt  him,  as  they  have  come 
back  to  haunt  other  Members  of  this 
body. 

Mr.  President,  I  cannot  believe  that 
any  Member  of  the  Senate  does  not  be¬ 
lieve  in  his  own  heart  that  we  are  facing 
an  implacable  enemy,  that  Yugoslavia 
is  as  much  our  enemy  as  is  Communist 
Soviet  Russia,  also  that  Communist  Po¬ 
land  is  as  much  our  enemy  as  is  Com¬ 
munist  Soviet  Russia,  and  that  the  dis¬ 
tinctions  and  differences  that  are  drawn 
between  them  are  only  in  degree,  not 
in  kind. 

So  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  and  to  those  who  have  stood  with/ 
him  in  this  fight — not  only  this  year, 
but  also  last  year  and  in  previous  yeapfi— 
that  perhaps  we  are  serving  a  useful 
purpose,  even  though  this  fight  has  been 
wearisome  and  discouraging.  I/have  no 
illusion  about  the  result  of  the  vote  which 
is  about  to  be  taken,  because iZ  have  seen 
this  fight  waged  before.  I  saw  it  9  years 
ago,  when  I  was  serving/ in  the  other 
body.  It  was  argued  that  Yugsolavia 
and  Poland  needed  such  help  if  they 
were  to  get  away  from  the  Kremlin. 
They  have  had  many  long  years  to  get 
away  from  the  Kremlin;  but  the  record 
shows  that  every  year  they  are  getting 
closer  to  the  ^Kremlin;  and  each  year, 
while  our  pedple  are  being  taxed  more 
and  more,  some  of  then’  taxes  are  used 
to  give  this  aid  and  comfort  to  our 
enemies/ 

So  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  and 
others  of  us  have  been  making  this 
struggle  because  we  believe  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  face  the  facts  of  life,  rather  than 


to  ignore  them.  That  is  why  I  am  back¬ 
ing  the  position  taken  by  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin,  who  has  been  a  leader 
in  this  fight.  He  seems  to  be  able  to 
see  the  issue  clearly,  in  a  way  that  many 
others  do  not.  I  am  confident  that 
time  will  justify  his  stand. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Con¬ 
necticut  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  1  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming  [Mr.  McGee]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Wyoming  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  said 
that  we  are  trying  to  soften  our  assault 
on  the  Soviet  Union.  But,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  the  purpose  of  giving  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  discretionary  power  provided 
by  means  of  the  pending  committee 
amendment  is  to  increase  the  fluidity  of 
our  capability  of  coping  with  the  Sovi¬ 
ets.  In  the  interest  of  strengthening 
our  position  in  our  struggle  against  the 
'Boviets,  certainly  we  cannot  afford  to 
refuse  to  give  aid  to  a  country  which  is 
engaged  in  a  struggle  with  the  Soviets/ 

I  'believe  it  was  Machiavelli  wl>o 
taugnK  long  ago,  that  in  war,  where/no 
holds  are  barred,  one  of  the  best  ways  to 
strengthen  one’s  position  against/one’s 
enemy  is  in  the  area  of  weakening  his 
strength  by  giving  encouragement  to  his 
allies  when  they  differ  witlynim.  We 
may  be  sure  that  when  thy  men  in  the 
Kremlin  are  projecting  th/r  determina¬ 
tion  against  us,  they  ary  not  neglecting 
giving  consideration,  to  those  who  are 
our  friends;  likewise/ we  may  be  sure 
that  if  those  in  the/Kremlin  think  they 
can  harm  our  friends,  they  will  not  hes¬ 
itate  to  do  so.  /But  certainly  that  can 
be  a  two-way  Street;  and  yertainly  we 
should  not  neglect  any  opportunity  to 
forge  even  tighter  the  circle  around  the 
Soviet  Union.  But,  Mr.  President,  in 
doing  that,  words  are  not  enougnj  and 
positivy  aid  by  us  to  those  who  disagree 
with  tne  Soviets  is  very  important.  \ 

Iy  seems  to  me  that  is  precisely  the 
point  in  connection  with  this  amend/ 
ment.  The  amendment  does  not  provide 
/that  the  President  may  be  “soft”  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  Yugoslavia  or  with  any  other 
country  or  area.  The  amendment  only 
gives  the  President  authority  to  make  a 
decision;  namely,  to  decide  in  favor  of 
giving  aid  to  such  a  country  if  he  be¬ 
lieves  such  aid  and  assistance  will  be  in 
the  national  interest. 

I  submit  that  the  judgment  of  the 
President  on  this  question,  and  the  con¬ 
fidence  of  the  Congress  on  this  question, 
ought  to  be  sufficient  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest  to  make  our  case  for  the  discre¬ 
tionary  authority  that  this  simple  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  suggests. 

I  remind  the  Senate  on  that  point  that 
we  are  only  enforcing  here,  in  another 
context,  the  sort  of  thing  we  just  en¬ 
acted  in  the  preceding  amendment. 

I  remind  Senators,  further,  of  an  old 
adage  that  is  commonplace  in  the  power 
politics  of  the  world,  ugly  as  it  must  be¬ 
come  almost  intermittently  and  that  is, 
“When  your  house  is  on  fire  is  no  time 
to  inquire  into  the  morals  of  those  who 
carry  the  water  buckets,”  and  that  it  is 


imperative  and  incumbent  upon  us  at 
this  time  to  use  every  available  capaV 
bility,  including  that  of  eroding  behind 
the  iron  curtain  the  so-called  sources/of 
strength  of  the  men  in  the  Kremlir/ 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  me  2  or  3  minutes? 

Mr.  McGEE.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Massachusetts.  / 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Ttie  situation 
with  respect  to  this  amendment  is  al¬ 
most  exactly  the  same  as/it  was  relating 
to  the  amendment  jus/  defeated.  This 
amendment  contains/ the  language  of 
subsection  (f),  section  620,  of  the  au¬ 
thorization  act  passed  2  months  ago. 

I  invite  the  at/ention  of  Senators  to 
the  fact  that  in  the  previous  sections 
concerning  Cuba  and  importations  into 
Cuba,  the  President  has  to  find  it  con¬ 
trary  to  the  national  interest.  In  re¬ 
spect  to /the  amendment  we  are  now 
considering,  the  restriction  may  not  be 
waive/  pursuant  to  any  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  this  act  unless  the  President 
finds  and  promptly  reports  to  the  For¬ 
eign  Relations  and  Appropriations  Com- 
/nittees  of  the  two  Houses  that: 

( 1 )  Such  assistance  is  vital  to  the  security 
of  the  United  States;  (2)  the  recipient  coun¬ 
try  is  not  controlled  by  the  international 
Communist  conspiracy;  and 

(3)  such  assistance  will  further  promote 
the  independence  of  the  recipient  country 
from  international  communism.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  phrase 
“Communist  country”  shall  include  specifi¬ 
cally,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following 
countries.  .j* 

A  number  of  countries  are  listed,  as 
was  done  in  the  authorization  act. 

In  other  words,  before  the  President 
can  give  any  aid,  he  must  affirmatively 
find  that  it  would  be  vital  to  the  security 
of  the  United  States. 

As  we  adopted  the  language  of  the 
committee  in  the  last  amendment,  and 
defeated  the  amendment  to  strike  that 
language  out,  I  hope  we  will  take  the 
same  action  in  this  case,  because  this 
language  is  stronger.  The  President 
has  less  discretion.  I  believe  we  should 
leave  alone  the  amount  of  discretion  we 
have  provided  in  the  bill. 

\  Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
me  Senator  yield? 

'Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  As  the  Senator 
knoi/r  the  language  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  placed  in  the  bill  is 
identical  word  for  word,  with  the 
language  in  the  authorization  act  which 

was  adopted  by  the  same  Senate - 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  On  August  1, 
1962.  \ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  On  August  1,  1962. 
So  we  have  already  approved  this  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  authorization  act.  We  have 
carried  it  over  into\the  appropriations 
bill.  So  there  can  be/no  question  about 
the  seriousness  of  the\purpose  of  the 
language.  \ 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  \ 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield./ 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  opposeckto  loans 
or  grants  to  Poland  or  Yugoslavia,  and  I 
have  been  for  years.  But  this  language 
provides  that  no  assistance  shall  be/ur- 
nished  to  Communist  countries — ancKJt 
lists  them — and  it  states  that  the  re- 
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until  today  at  a  time  when  the  campus  could 
be  patrolled  under  the  light  of  day  and  stu¬ 
dents  would  be  assembled  in  the  classrooms. 
But  Federal  powers  ignored  the  pleas  of  sensi¬ 
ble  men,  demanded  that  the  show  must  go 
on,  their  wayv  as  they  planned  it. 

So,  in  the  darkness  of  night  they  marched 
their  marshals  Onto  the  campus.  They  were 
dressed  like  meditoal  gladiators,  brandishing 
tear  gas  guns,  clubs  and  firearms.  The  TV 
show  then  went  on\  The  setting  produced 
the  inevitable. 

For  the  third  time,  \e  again  implore  the 
President  to  face  the  inevitable  and  call  off 
this  effort  to  force  this  mfNj  into  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Mississippi. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to 
revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  under 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  and  ask  for  a  conference  with 
the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees :  Messrs. 
Powell,  Bailey,  Brademas,  O’Hara  of 
Michigan,  Kearns,  Frelinghuysen,  and 
Qtjie. 

CORRECTION  OF  RECORD 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Powell],  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  permanent  Record  be  corrected 
for  September  20,  1962,  page  19027,  by 
deleting  from  line  23,  column  2,  begin¬ 
ning  with  “Mr.  Speaker”  through  line 
5,  column  3,  ending  “without  student 
aid.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AMENDMENT  OF  MINERAL  LEASING 
ACT  OF  FEBRUARY  25,  1920 
Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  11049) 
amend  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  Ffeb 
ruary  25,  1920,  with  a  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  thereto,  and  concur  in  the/Senate 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of/the  bill. 
The  Clerk  read  the  Sei>ate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows : 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
Insert:  That  section  31  oythe  Mineral  Leas¬ 
ing  Act  of  February  25./1920  (41  Stat.  450), 
as  amended  (30  U.S(C.  188),  is  further 
amended  by  designating  the  first  paragraph 
thereof  as  subsection  “(a) ”,  the  second  para¬ 
graph  as  subsection  "(b”,  and  adding  two 
new  subsections/to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  Where  smy  lease  has  been  terminated 
automaticaliyhy  operation  of  law  under  this 
section  for  failure  to  pay  rental  timely  and  it 
is  shown  t6  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Inferior  that  the  failure  to  pay  timely 
the  lea^e  rental  was  justifiable  or  not  due 
to  a  lack  of  reasonable  diligence,  he  in  his 
judgment  may  reinstate  the  lease  subject  to 
th/following  conditions: 


“  ( 1)  A  petition  for  reinstatement,  together 
with  the  required  rental,  for  any  lease  (a) 
terminated  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  this 
Act  must  be  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  within  one  hundred  and  eighty  days 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act; 

“(2)  No  valid  lease  has  been  issued  affect¬ 
ing  any  of  the  lands  in  the  terminated  lease 
prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition  for  rein¬ 
statement. 

"(d)  Where,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior,  drilling  operations 
were  being  diligently  conducted  on  the  last 
day  of  the  primary  term  of  the  lease,  and, 
except  for  nonpayment  of  rental,  the  lessee 
would  have  been  entitled  to  extension  of  his 
lease,  pursuant  to  section  4(d)  of  the  Act  of 
September  2,  1960  (74  Stat.  790),  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  may  reinstate  such  lease 
notwithstanding  the  failure  of  the  lessee  to 
have  made  payment  of  the  next  year's  rental, 
provided  the  conditions  of  subparagraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  section  (c)  are  satisfied.” 

Sec.  2.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  to  issue,  during  the 
periods  in  which  petitions  for  reinstatement 
may  be  filed,  oil  and  gas  leases  for  any  of 
1  the  lands  affected. 

'he  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
thesrequest  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla^ 
homa? 

Mr. 'GROSS.  Reserving  the  right/to 
object,  I4r.  Speaker,  the  amendinyt  is 
not  completely  clear.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  say  the  amendment  is  completely 
germane  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  It  is  Completely 
germane  to  thk  bill.  The  intent  of  the 
bill  is  to  prevencsan  injustice  being  done 
to  some  people  who  ha/e  had  mineral 
leases  canceled  thrtiugh/ho  fault  of  then- 
own.  That  is  completely  the  intent  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  aramndment  added 
by  the  other  bod/  is  strictly  germane  to 
the  bill? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  In  rrty  judgment 
it  is,  yes. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  thpre  is  no  doubt  about  i\  It  is 
germai 

ThySPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ol^a- 
homa? 

_.iere  was  no  objection. 

The  amendment  was  concurred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


amendment  was 


CHEROKEE  NATION  OR  TRIBE  OF 
INDIANS  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  11590)  to 
provide  for  the  disposition  of  judgment 
funds  of  the  Cherokee  Nation  or  Tribe 
of  Indians  of  Oklahoma,  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  and  concur  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Page  4,  lines  4.  5,  and  6,  stroke  out  “first, 
but  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $500,000  to  reimburse  the 
judgment  fund  and  the  interest  fund”  and 
insert  “first.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  Senate 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on, 
table. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  his  yemarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  /Speaker,  I 
want  to  thank  the  Members/^  this  great 
legislative  body  for  the  swift  considera¬ 
tion  which  has  been  given  this  most 
worthy  measure. 

Your  action  tody,  following  your 
earlier  unanimous/approval  of  H.R. 
11590  in  August,  as  a  reaffirmation  of 
this  great  bodyV  determination  to  ex¬ 
pedite  in  ever/  way  possible  the  full 
measure  of  lorig-awaited  justice  due  the 
Cherokee  Indian  people. 

For  their  statesmanlike  help  in  this 
effort,  I  am  deeply  grateful  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  fnzlrn  Florida  [Mr.  Haley]  and  to 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado  [Mr.  As- 
pina/l] ,  along  with  others  on  the  great 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs. 

My  thanks,  and  the  thanks  of  the 
Cherokee  people,  also  go  to  our  great 
President  Kennedy  and  to  Secretary  of 
Interior  Udall,  who  have  given  their 
wholehearted  cooperation  in  this  legisla¬ 
tive  action. 

I  am  confident  President  Kennedy  will 
speedily  sign  the  bill  and  thus  pave  the 
way  for  immediate  action  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  to  distribute  the  judg¬ 
ment  funds. 

Along  with  Senators  Kerr  and  Mon- 
roney,  who  sponsored  this  measure  in 
the  other  body,  I  had  hoped  this  Con¬ 
gress  could  make  a  decision  to  assist  in 
distribution  costs  required  to  place  this 
award  in  the  hands  of  the  qualified 
Cherokees. 

A  provision  providing  $500,000  for  this 
purpose  had  been  approved  in  this  body 
in  August,  on  the  basis  of  equity  as  well 
as  treaty  and  statutory  commitments  to 
the  Cherokees. 

Regrettably,  we  were  unsuccessful  in 
the  Interior  Committee  of  the  other 
body  in  securing  approval  of  this  pro¬ 
vision,  and  the  executive  committee  of 
Jthe  Cherokee  Nation  reluctantly  agreed 
deletion  of  this  provision  in  order  to 
sefeure  congressional  action  during  this 
Congress. 

Tnk  executive  committee  resolution, 
however,  expressly  stated  that  the  Cher¬ 
okees  were  not  waiving  their  rights  on 
this  pointv  in  agreeing  to  the  deletion. 

I  am  sui^the  question  of  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  on  distribution  costs  will  once 
again  be  brought  before  Congress  when 
the  88th  Congress  convenes  next  Janu¬ 
ary,  either  in  the\form  of  a  bill  for  re¬ 
imbursement  or  aTtfill  to  authorize  liti¬ 
gation  of  the  questic 

We  expect  to  consult  with  the  Chero¬ 
kee  executive  committee  on  this  ques¬ 
tion  after  adjournment  o\this  Congress, 
in  order  to  agree  upon  tlie  most  desir¬ 
able  course  of  legislative  actron. 

Some  weeks  ago  I  assured  the  Chero¬ 
kees  in  Oklahoma  that  distribution 
would  begin  before  the  snowsNfell  in 
Oklahoma. 

The  action  of  the  Congress  has 'now 
made  good  on  that  pledge. 


m 
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wkh  deep  gratitude  for  your  action, 

I  pledge  today  to  do  all  in  my  power  to 
expedite^congressional  review  of  the  dis¬ 
tribution  cost  question  in  the  88th  Con¬ 
gress,  if  I  am  privileged  to  be  a  Member 
of  that  Congress. 

I  hope  and\rust  this  great  body  will, 
at  that  time,  &tend  to  the  Cherokees 
the  same  generous  and  just  considera¬ 
tion  which  has  distinguished  your  action 
on  this  bill. 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  UUNCH  WEEK 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous',  consent  for 
the  immediate  consideration^/  the  joint 
resolution  (S.J.  Res.  211)  providing  for 
the  establishment  of  an  annual/lational 
School  Lunch  Week. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  is  this  bill  not  on  the\ 
Consent  Calendar  for  today? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  It  is  on 
the  Consent  Calendar,  but  it  was  placed 
on  the  calendar  too  late  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  today. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  there  some  reason 
why  this  has  to  be  passed  at  this  time 
instead  of  on  the  regular  call  of  the 
calendar? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Yes,  be¬ 
cause  this  provides  that  the  second  week 
of  October  each  year  shall  be  declared 
to  be  National  School  Lunch  Week  by 
the  President,  and,  if  it  is  not  passed 
today,  then  it  will  be  too  late  for  this 
year. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  joint  reso¬ 
lution,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  seven-day 
period  beginning  on  the  second  Sunday  of 
October  in  each  year  is  hereby  designated  as 
National  School  Lunch  Week,  and  the 
President  is  requested  to  issue  annually  a 
proclamation  calling  on  the  people  of  the 
United  States  to  observe  such  week  with  ap¬ 
propriate  ceremonies  and  activities. 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  was 
dered  to  be  read  a  third  time,  was  r/ad 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion 
to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the  time. 


GOLD  MEDAL  TO  DOUGLAS  A. 

Mac  ARTHUR, 

Mr.  HARDY.  Mr.  SnjfJaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for/the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  Senate  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.J.  Res.  228)  fuithorizing  the  is¬ 
suance  of  a  gold  rrfedal  to  General  of 
the  Army  Douglas/MacArthur. 

The  Clerk  reatr  the  title  of  the  Senate 
joint  resolution: 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reque^T  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There/was  no  objection. 

The/  Clerk  read  the  Senate  joint 
resolution,  as  follows: 

(solved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  That,  In  recognition 


of  the  gallant  service  rendered  by  General  of 
the  Army  Douglas  MacArthur  to  his  country, 
the  President  of  the  United  States  is  author¬ 
ized  to  award  to  .General  of  the  Army  Doug¬ 
las  MacArthur,  in  the  name  of  Congress,  an 
appropriate  gold  medal.  For  such  purpose 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  cause  to  be  struck  a  gold 
medal  with  suitable  emblems,  devices,  and 
inscriptions  to  be  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  coin  and  furnish 
to  the  MacArthur  Memorial  Foundation  not 
more  than  five  hundred  thousand  copies  in 
bronze  of  such  medal,  of  such  size  or  sizes  as 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  in  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  MacArthur  Memorial 
Foundation.  The  medals  shall  be  made  and 
delivered  at  such  times  as  may  be  required 
by  the  MacArthur  Memorial  Foundation  in 
quantities  of  not  less  than  two  thousand. 
The  medals  shall  be  considered  to  be  na¬ 
tional  medals  within  the  meaning  of  section 
3551  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
shall  cause  such  gold  medals  and  such 
bronze  medals  to  be  struck  and  furnished  at 
not  less  than  the  estimated  cost  of  manu¬ 
facture,  including  labor,  materials,  dies,  use 
machinery,  and  overhead  expenses;  and 
security  satisfactory  to  the  Director  of  the 
Mint  shall  be  furnished  to  indemnify  the/ 
Unite^  States  for  the  full  payment  of  suj 
cost. 

The  Senate  joint  resolution  wasr  or¬ 
dered  to  \e  read  a  third  time,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  and  ar  motion 
to  reconsidek  was  laid  on  the/table. 


CONSENT  CALI 


DAR 


The  SPEAKERX  ThiV  is  the  day  for 
the  call  of  the  Consent  Calendar.  The 
Clerk  will  call  the  fiy^t  bill  on  the  Con¬ 
sent  Calendar. 


PRINCE  GEORGES  COUNTY  SCHOOL 
BOARD,  MARI 

The  Clerj/called  the  bill  (iLR.  6759) 
for  the  relief  of  the  Prince  Xpeorges 
County  School  Board,  Marylanc 

Mr.  /GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker  ,  $\.  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  may  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

le  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
Se  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa?N 
There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDING  MERCHANT  MARINE 

ACT,  1936,  PROVIDING  FOR  REIM¬ 
BURSEMENT  OF  CERTAIN  VESSEL 

CONSTRUCTION  EXPENSES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  11587) 
to  amend  the  Merchant  Marine  Act, 
1936,  in  order  to  provide  for  the  reim¬ 
bursement  of  certain  vessel  construction 
expenses. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich¬ 
igan? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FURNISHING  COURT  QUARTERS 
AND  ACCOMMODATIONS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (S.  3156)  to 
amend  section  142  of  title  28,  United 
States  Code,  with  regard  to  furnishing 
court  quarters  and  accommodations  at 


places  where  regular  terms  of  court  are 
authorized  to  be  held,  and  for  other  pur; 
poses. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection^  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  do  not  intend  t o  object 
nor  do  I  intend  to  ask  that  this  bill  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice/out  I  have 
considerable  misgivings  about  this  leg¬ 
islation.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is 
some  merit  to  the  aim  aha  objectives.  I 
only  hope  and  trust  th/t  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  wiU'keep  then*  finger 
on  the  overall  problem  so  that  we  do  not 
have  unnecessary'  additional  Federal 
courtrooms  established  in  practically 
every  community  in  the  Nation  primarily 
for  the  convenience  of  the  judiciary.  I 
have  been  assured  that  the  committee 
does  intend  to  keep  its  eye  on  this  situ¬ 
ation.  Hr  has  been  my  personal  experi¬ 
ence  that  in  some  instances  the  judi¬ 
ciary /are  completely  without  responsi¬ 
bility  as  far  as  the  taxpayers  of  this 
country  are  concerned  when  it  comes  to 
le  construction  of  courtroom  facilities, 
must  reiterate  that  if  the  committee 
finds  there  are  abuses,  it  is  then  the 
obligation  of  the  committee  to  come  in 
and  ask  for  the  repeal  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  As  you 
have  outlined,  it  is  the  intention  at  least 
of  the  present  membership  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  to  scrutinize 
every  application  for  additional  court 
facilities,  and  this  is  to  assure  you,  so 
far  as  I  am  concerned  and  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  at  this  time  we 
certainly  will  watch  with  diligence  to 
see  that  the  taxpayers’  money  is  not 
wasted  in  the  construction  or  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  new  places  in  which  to 
hold  court. 

Mr.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw 
my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  'Clerk 
read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
lexica  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec- 
tiirn.  142  of  title  28,  United  States  Code,  Is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  such  section 
the  following:  “The  foregoing  restrictions 
shall  not,  however,  preclude  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  General  Services,  at  the  request  of  the 
Director  af  the  Administrative  Office  of  the 
United  States  Courts,  from  providing  such 
court  quarters  and  accommodations  as  the 
AdministratoX.determines  can  appropriately 
be  made  available  at  places  where  regular 
terms  of  court  are  authorized  by  law  to  be 
held,  but  only  lf\such  court  quarters  and 
accommodations  nave  been  approved  as 
necessary  by  the  judicial  council  of  the  ap¬ 
propriate  circuit.” 

The  bill  was  orderecKto  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  thircrtime  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


FEDERAL  DISTRICT  COURT  FOR 
EASTERN  DISTRICT  OF  NORTH 
CAROLINA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8^37) 
to  amend  section  113(a)  of  title  s28. 
United  States  Code,  to  provide  that  Fee 


11.  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12653,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Homk Administration  Act  of  1961  in  order  to  increase  from  $150  million  to 
$200 \ri.llion  annually  the  amount  of  loans  which  may  be  insured  under  the  Act. 
This  b\ll  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  20491-2  / 

without  amendment  H.  R.  946,  to  extend  to  oyster  planters  t^e  bene- 
e  provisions  of  present  law  which  provide  for  production  disaster 
varmers  and  stockmen.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


Pass 

fits  of  t' 
loans  for 
p.  20491 


12.  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Both  Houses  received  and  the  Senate  agreed  to  the  conference 

report  on  H.  R.  11665,  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  so  as  to  revise 
the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  to  States  to  base  it  on 
the  number  of  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  year  and  a  slightly  modified  as¬ 
sistance  need  factor  (instead  of  on  the  number  of  children  aged  5  to  17  and 
the  assistance  need  factor)  and  provide  for  a  three-year  transition  to  the  new 
formula  (25  percent  of  the  funds  being  apportioned  on  the  new  formula  the  first 
year,  50  percent  the  second  year,  and  75  percent  on  the  new  formula  the  third 
year) (H.  Rept.  2512).  ppf  20535,  20595-6,  20571, 

J13.  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  b£ll,  1963.  By  a  vote  of/57  to  24,  passed  with  amend¬ 
ments  this  bill,  H.  R.  13175\  Conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  20446-68,  20494-5, 
20500-03,  20510-3 


14,  WORLD  FOOD  CONGRESS.  The  ForeignVRelations  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
S.  3679,  to  authorize  appropriations  to  enable  the  U.  S.  to  extend  an  invita¬ 
tion  to  the  Food  and  Agricultural  Organization  of  the  U.  N.  to  hold  a  World 
Food  Congress  in  the  U.  S.  in  1963  03.  Kept.  2263).  p.  20514 


15.  MINERALS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1696, 
to  conduct  a  survey  of  federally-owne 
tegic  minerals,  pp.  20475-6 


17. 


20. 

21. 


authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
mds  for  the  purpose  of  locating  stra- 


16. 


TOBACCO.  Passed  without  amendmeny'H.  R.  12855,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  providing  for  y ne  lease  and 'transfer  of  tobacco  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  so  as  to  exclude  cigar-fpller  and  cigar-pinder  tobacco,  types  42,  43,  44, 
53,  54,  and  55  from  the  lease/and  transfer  authority.  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President,  p.  20492 

ELECTRIFICATION.  Passed  a/ reported  H.  R.  10708,  to\amend  the  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Act  of  1936  so  as/ to  authorize  REA  to  finance  'communication  facilities 
for  the  transmission  of'  sounds,  signals,  pictures,  writing,  or  signs  as  well  as 
voice,  p.  20492 

EDUCATION.  Passed  a4  reported  S.  3477,  to  provide  a  program  to  assist  the  States 
in  further  developing  their  programs  of  general  university  'extension  education 
to  be  operated  hy  the  State  universities  and  land-grant  colleges,  pp.  20476-8 

FORESTRY.  Pasped  as  reported  S.  3370,  to  authorize  the  SecretarV  of  Agriculture 
to  relinquish  to  Wyo.  Jurisdiction  over  those  lands  within  the  Medicine  Bow 
National  Forest  known  as  the  Pole  Mountain  District*  p.  20492 

Sen.  Yarborough  inserted  an  article  discussing  the  purpose  and  p^poblems  of 
the  national  parks,  "National  Parks  -  A  National  Issu#."  pp.  20492-. 


BONDING'.  Received  from  Treasury  a  report  on  operations  in  connection  wj 
bonding  of  Government  officers  and  employees  for  fiscal  year  1962.  pp. 


:h  the 
J0513-4 


■HJNICATIONS .  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.  R.  11899,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  so 


-  4  - 


to  provide  for  a  Federal  telecommunications  fund  (S.  Rept.  2262).  p.  205] 


22.  WATE& POLLUTION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10617,  to  give  the  U.  S.  ai s- 
trictXcourts  concurrent  original  jurisdiction  of  cases  involving  the  pollution 
of  interstate  river  systems  where  the  pollution  is  an  alleged  violation/of  an 
interstate  compact  and  the  signatory  States  have  consented  to  such  jurisdiction 
in  their  compact.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp. /20479-80 


23.  PUBLIC  LANDS.X  Passed  without  amendment  H.  Con.  Res.  574,  to  authorize  the  com¬ 
piling  and  printing  of  a  U.  S.  map  showing  the  extent  of  public  purveys,  nation¬ 
al  forests,  national  parks,  reclamation  projects,  etc.  p.  2048; 


24.  APPROPRIATIONS.  S&n.  Smathers  submitted  notice  of  his  intention  to  suspend 
the  rules  for  the  purpose  of  proposing  an  amendment  to  H.  R/  13290,  the  sup¬ 
plemental  appropriation  bill,  so  as  to  include  the  provisions  of  a  recently 
passed  bill  to  provideyfor  retirement  plans  for  self-employed  individuals, 
pp.  20515-21 


25.  PASSED  OVER  the  following  Dills: 

S.  2225,  to  fix  the  fees\payable  to  the  Patent  Office,  p.  20473  . 

H.  R.  8140,  to  strengthenXfhe  laws  relating  to/conflict  of  interest.  p.2048(( 


26.  LIBRARY.  Sen.  Jordan  inserted  a  Report  of  the  Library  of  Congress  on  its  func¬ 
tions  and  programs,  pp.  20523-3] 


27.  TRADE  FAIRS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S4  3389,  to  promote  the  foreign  trade 
of  the  U.  S.  through  the  use  of  mobile  trpde  fairs.  House  conferees  have  not 
yet  been  appointed,  p.  20535 


28.  MIGRATORY  BIRDS.  Concurred  in  the  Hou^e  Amendment  to  S.  3504,  to  authorize  the 
appropriation  of  $7500  for  expenses  At  the\Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commis¬ 
sion.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  20540 


29.  TRANSPORTATION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  320,  to  amend  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act  so  as  to  permit  State  commissions  to  grant  the  right  to 
motor  common  carriers  operating  within  a  single  State  to  engage  in  interstate 
or  foreign  operations  withirr  the  State.  This  bili\will  now  be  sent  to  the  ( 

pp.  - 


President. 


20546-7 


PATENTS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2639,  to  amend  title  35\  U.S.C. ,  to  permit  a 
written  declaration  to/be  accepted  in  lieu  of  an  oath  frpm  applicants  for 
patents  or  trademarks^  pp.  20566-7 

Passed  as  reporter  H.  R.  12513,  to  provide  for  public  notice  of  settlements 
in  patent  interferences,  p.  20566 


31.  STATE-JUSTICE-CCraMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  This  bill,  H.' 
made  the  unfinished  business  of  the  Senate,  p.  20567 


12580,  was 


32.  WATERSHEDS.  /The  ’’Daily  Digest”  states  that  the  Public  Works  Committee  ”in 

executive  Session,  approved  the  following  watershed  projects:  Tobesoskee  Creek 
Ga. ;  Cottonwood  Creek,  Okla. ;  Delaware  Creek,  Okla. ;  and  Boulder  Lake\Watershed 
Wyo.”  p.  D927 


33.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  H.  R.  8140,  to  strengthen 
the/criminal  laws  relating  to  bribery,  graft,  and  conflict  of  interest,  willvbe 
considered  on  Wed.,  followed  by  the  State,  Justice,  and  Commerce  appropriation 
rill;  the  conference  report  on  the  drug  bill;  and  the  conference  report  on  th^ 
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AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 


October  2,  1962— Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Powell,"' from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11665] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses"on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H  R.  11665)  to 
revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  purposes 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  ol 
the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 

|  llQ^rg  . 

°  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  .  •  t  i  om  non  non 

Sec  11  ( a )  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  $10,UVU,UUU 

for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools 
drawinq  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor  economic  conditions  exist, 
for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the  requirement  of  section  9 
of  this  Act  concerning  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay 
the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal 
year  3  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  apportionment  to  Puerto  liico, 
the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  From  the  funds  so 
available  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  to  each  such  State  an  amount 
which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds  as  the  number  oj  free 
cr  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  J  of  this  Act 
in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  bears  to  the  total [  number  of  such 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  all  such  States  m  the  preceding 
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fiscal  year:  Provided,  That  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  80,  1963, 
$5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  American  Samoa,  which  amount  shall  be 
first  deducted  from  the  total  amount  available  for  apportionment  under 
this  subsection.  If  any  such  State  cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section  all  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  it,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further 
apportionment  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  any 
such  States  which  justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purposes. 

(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for 
any  fiscal  year,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  apportioned  among 
States,  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American 
Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors  for  each  State:  ( 1 )  the  num¬ 
ber  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9 
of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  ( 2 )  the  assistance  need  rate. 
These  factors  shall  be  applied  in  the  following  manner:  First,  determine 
an  index  for  each  State  by  multiplying  factors  ( 1 )  and  ( 2 );  second, 
divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  such  States;  and,  third, 
apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  Any 
funds  so  initially  apportioned  which  cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
this  section  by  the  State  to  which  apportioned,  together  with  the  remainder 
of  the  funds  available  under  this  subsection,  shall  be  further  apportioned 
by  the  Secretary  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  such 
States  which  justify  on  the  basis  of  operating,  experience  the  need  for 
additional  funds  to  meet  the  need  of  students  in  such  States  for  free  or 
reduced-price  lunches  in  schools  deemed  eligible  by  their  State  educational 
agencies  for  special  assistance  in  accordance  with  the  factors  set  forth  in 
subsection  ( e )  of  this  section. 

id)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  as  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  section  7  of  the  Act. 

(e)  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State  to  assist  such 
schools  in  the  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods. 
The  selection  of  schools  and  the  am.ounts  of  funds  that  each  shall  from 
time  to  time  receive  ( within  a  maximum  per  lunch  amount  established 
by  the  Secretary  for  all  the  States)  shall  be  determined  by  the  State  educa¬ 
tional  agency  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors:  ( 1 )  The  economic 
condition  of  the  area  from  which  such  schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the 
needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches;  (3)  the 
percentages  of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools 
to  their  pupils;  (If)  the  prevailing  price  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as 
compared  with  the  average  prevailing  price  of  lunches  served  in  the  State 
under  this  Act;  and  (5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assistance 
as  reflected  by  the  financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  programs  in 
such  schools. 

(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted  by 
law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  nonprofit  private  schools 
in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned  to 
such  State  under  subsections  ( b )  or  (c)  of  this  section  an  amount  which 
bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of  free  and  reduced-price 
lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the  preceding 
fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools  participating  in  the  program 
under  this  Act  in  such  State  bears  to  the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced- 
price  lunches  served  during  such  year  by  all  schools  participating  in  the 
program  under  this  Act  in  such  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the 
funds  so  withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such 
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State  for  the  same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are 
applicable jto  a^State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  under  this 
section. 

(gY'In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms  and  conditions  governing  the 
operation  of  the  school  lunch  prograin  set  forth  in  other  sections  of  this 
Ad* including  those  applicable  to  funds  apportioned  or  paid  pursuant 
to  sections  f  or*  5  but  excluding  the  provisions  of  section  7  relating  to 
matching,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not  inconsistent  with 
the  express  requirements  of  this  section.  __  • 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Adam  C.  Powell, 

Cleveland  M.  Baiiey, 

John  Brademas, 

James  G.  O’Hara, 

Carroll  D.  Kearns, 

Peter  Frelinghuysen,  Jr., 
Albert  H.  Quie, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
B.  Everett  Jordan, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Stephen  M.  Young, 

Philip  A.  Hart, 

Bourke  B.  Hickenlooper, 
Milton  R.  Young, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS^ON  THE  PART£OF 

THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash 
assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1 

This  Senate  amendment  provides  that  the  transition  from  the 
method  of  apportioning  funds  among  the  States  under  section  4  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  as  now  in  effect  to  the  method  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  bill  would  be  made  over  a  3-year  period.  For  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  75  percent  of  such  funds  would  be 
apportioned  under  the  old  method  and  25  percent  under  the  new 
method.  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1963,  50  percent  of 
such  funds  would  be  apportioned  under  each  method.  For  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1964,  25  percent  of  such  funds  would  be  appor¬ 
tioned  under  the  old  method  and  75  percent  under  the  new  method. 
Thereafter  all  such  funds  would  be  apportioned  among  such  States 
on  the  basis  of  the  new  method  provided  in  the  bill. 

Under  the  House  bill,  the  transition  from  the  old  to  the  new  method 
of  apportioning  funds  among  the  States  would  have  been  achieved  in 
a  1-year  period.  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  50  percent 
of  the  funds  would  have  been  apportioned  under  each  method.  There¬ 
after  all  the  funds  would  have  been  apportioned  under  the  new  method 
provided  in  the  bill. 

The  House  recedes  and  concurs  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  2 

This  Senate  amendment  rewrote  in  its  entirety  proposed  section  11 
of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  as  passed  by  the  House.  As 
amended  by  the  Senate,  section  11  provided  for  a  flat  3  percent  of 
such  funds  being  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  and  American  Samoa  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  during  the  preceding  year,  except 
that  American  Samoa  would  receive  $5,000  the  first  year.  Of  the 
remaining  97  percent,  at  least  half  would  have  been  apportioned 
among  the  remaining  States  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  free  or 
reduced-price  lunches  served  in  the  preceding  year  multiplied  by  the 
assistance  need  factor.  The  balance  of  the  funds,  plus  any  initially 
apportioned  funds  which  could  not  be  used,  would  have  been  appor¬ 
tioned  on  the  same  basis  to  States  justifying  a  need  for  further  funds. 
The  need  factor  set  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  11(a)  as  the  bill  passed 
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the  House  was  omitted  from  the  Senate  amendment,  since  it  could 
not  be  precisely  determined  and  applied  in  an  arithmetical  formula. 

The  essential  differences  between  the  Senate  amendment  and  the 
House  bill  are  that  (1)  under  the  Senate  amendment  the  funds  would 
have  been  apportioned  among  the  States  solely  on  the  basis  of  a 
mathematical  formula,  whereas  under  the  House  bill  the  funds  were 
to  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  of  certain  enumerated  factors  with  no 
specific  mathematical  formula  prescribed,  and  (2)  under  the  House 
bill  there  would  have  been  only  one  apportionment  of  funds  among  the 
States,  whereas  under  the  Senate  amendment,  provision  was  made  for 
reapportionment  to  the  States  of  funds  not  needed  by  States  from  the 
original  or  subsequent  apportionments  and  of  funds  not  included  in  the 
initial  apportionment  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The  House 
recedes  with  an  amendment  which  is  substantially  the  same  as  the 
Senate  amendment.  It  changes  the  Senate  amendment  in  two  minor 
respects.  The  first  of  these  changes  makes  it  clear  that  State  eligibility 
for  additional  special  assistance  funds  shall  be  based  on  the  needs  of 
ehgible  schools.  The  second  change  makes  it  clear  that  the  maximum 
per  lunch  amount  limit  on  any  school's  share  of  special  assistance  funds 
shall  be  a  uniform  limit  for  all  States. 

Adam  C.  Powell, 

Cleveland  M.  Bailey, 

John  Brademas, 

James  G.  O’Hara, 

Carroll  D.  Kearns, 

Albert  H.  Quie, 

Peter  Frelinghuysen,  Jr., 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
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lator\  agency  to  the  statutory  standards  to 
which\ates  must  conform. 

VC.  PARTIAL  STJBSCRIBERSHIP 

We  endorse  the  principle  of  partial  sub- 
scribershipXbelieving  it  to  be  economically 
desirable  that  a  company  be  free  to  avail 
itself  of  the  services  of  a  rating  organization 
for  some  lines  of  insurance  without  thereby 
being  compelled\to  utilize  all  the  services 
of  a  rating  organization.  This  principle  is 
expressed  both  in  the  present  casualty  rate 
law  (sec.  35-1506 (dpi  and  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  S.  556  which  would  substitute  a  new 
provision.  We  express  iio  preference  as  be¬ 
tween  the  present  and  Opposed  provisions. 
If  Congress  should  believeVthat  the  amend¬ 
ment  more  adequately  defines  and  protects 
the  principle  of  partial  subsdvibership,  then 
we  would  certainly  recomme\d  its  enact¬ 
ment. 

D.  DEVIATIONS 

The  deviation  procedure  under  556  is  a 
more  desirable  one  than  exists  for 'fire  in¬ 
surance  at  present  (sec.  35-1405).  Axievia- 
tion  would  no  longer  be  limited  to  a  lWear 
period  of  effectiveness;  and  the  ratingNor- 
ganization  and  its  members  and  subscribers 
are  denied  the  right  to  oppose  the  applied 
tion  for  a  deviation  (S.  556,  sec.  3).  These' 
provisions  would  eliminate  the  burdens  of 
refiling  annually  and  of  facing  the  harass¬ 
ment  of  administrative  and  Judicial  proceed¬ 
ings  instigated  by  competitors  which  dis¬ 
courage  all  but  the  strongest  and  most  ag¬ 
gressive  companies  from  attempting  to  en¬ 
gage  in  competition  through  rate  reduction 
or  coverage  innovation. 

We  might  suggest,  however,  that  S.  656 
could  well  take  the  final  step  in  removing 
restrictions  from  the  deviator’s  ability  to 
compete.  There  would  appear  to  be  no  com¬ 
pelling  need  to  require  that  a  deviation  must 
have  prior  approval  to  become  effective  when 
an  independent  or  rating  organization  rate 
does  not  (sec.  35-1503(f)).  The  require¬ 
ment  serves  to  place  the  deviator  at  a  com¬ 
petitive  disadvantage  vis-a-vis  the  independ¬ 
ent  or  member  or  subscriber  of  a  rating  or¬ 
ganization.  A  company  which  desires  to  uti¬ 
lize  rating  organization  services  but  not  rat¬ 
ing  organization  rates  should  not  be  placed 
at  such  a  disadvantage.  This  might  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  the  adoption  of  the  new  sec¬ 
tion  35-1506(f)  proposed  as  an  amendment 
to  S.  556. 

We  would  like  to  note  at  this  point  our 
endorsement  of  that  portion  of  the  proposed 
amendment  to  section  3  of  S.  556  which 
would  deny  to  any  competitior  or  organi¬ 
zation  of  competitors  the  status  of  a  party 
to  any  hearing  on  a  filing  or  deviation  of/ 
any  company  or  rating  organization  or  to 
appeal  from  an  order  entered  thereon.  TJtfis 
is  a  logical  and  equitable  extension  of/the 
principle  contained  in  the  present  section  3 
of  S.  556.  It  would  hardly  be  appropriate  to 
free  the  deviator  from  the  burden  of  opposi¬ 
tion  from  its  competitors  while  leaving  the 
independent  or  rating  organization  subject 
to  it.  Our  endorsement  of  this  provision 
rests  upon  our  understanding  that,  while 
denied  the  status  of  parties/icompetitors  and 
rating  organizations  would/have  the  right  to 
present  their  views  on  '/  rate  filing  to  the 
superintendent. 

E.  ADHERENCE  TO  RATING  ORGANIZATION  RATES 

With  the  elimination  of  mandatory  bureau 
membership,  the  /Creation  of  partial  sub- 
scribership,  and  It ne  facilitation  of  deviation, 
the  requirement  that  a  member  or  subscriber 
adhere  to  rates  filed  on  its  behalf  by  a  rating 
organization  (sec.  35-1603  (g) )  ceases  to  be 
a  burden  npon  competition,  if  properly  in- 
terpretecVand  administered  by  the  superin¬ 
tendent  If  the  superintendent  is  to  exer¬ 
cise  lys  duty  to  determine  that  rates  meet 
the  /atutory  standards,  the  rates  must  be 
file/  with  him.  The  filing  of  the  rates  would 
'meaningless  if  the  rates  were  not  in  fact 


utilized  by  the  companies  filing  them  or  on 
whose  behalf  they  are  filed.  It  is  there¬ 
fore  not  unreasonable  to  require  adherence 
to  the  filed  rates,  since  the  freedom  to  com¬ 
pete  is  preserved  by  the  rights  to  file  inde¬ 
pendently,  to  be  a  partial  subscribed,  and  to 
deviate  from  rating  organization  rates. 

CONCLUSION 

There  are  those  who  will  say  that  to  lib¬ 
eralize  the  District  fire  rate  law  as  discussed 
above  is  to  precipitate  rate  wars  with  result¬ 
ant  chaos  and  failure  of  companies  due  to 
inadequate  rates.  To  dispel  this  contention 
one  need  only  to  point  to  the  industry’s  ex¬ 
perience  in  those  States  with  liberal  laws 
and  particularly  in  a  State  such  as  California 
which  does  not  even  require  that  rates  be 
filed  with  the  insurance  commissioner.  That 
experience  demonstrates  that  competition  is 
not  detrimental  to  the  health  of  the  indus¬ 
try  and  that  mandatory  bureau  membership 
and  uniformity  of  rates  are  not  required  to 
protect  the  public  interest.  The  industry 
thrives  under  the  liberal  laws  and  in  Califor¬ 
nia  there  has  not  been  a  single  company  fail¬ 
ure  due  to  inadequacy  of  rates.20 

We  urge  that  legislation  be  enacted  to  pro¬ 
vide  within  the  District  the  competitive 
climate  which  Congress  intended  to  create  in 
the  insurance  industry  when  it  passed  the, 
IcCarran  Act;  and  to  provide  the  States 
with  an  unequivocal  expression  of  the  tvpe 
of  Regulation  which  Congress  contemplated 
wheafit  granted  the  States  the  authority  to 
regulate  this  great  industry  and  immunize 
it  fromYhe  full  impact  of  the  antitrust  laws. 


>N  OP  FOREIGN  COM- 
[ROUGH  MOBILE  TRADE 


PROMOTI 
MERCE 1 
PAIRS 

Mr.  ENGLE.  'Mr.  President,  I  ask  the 
Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  the  Hou^e  of  Representatives 
on  S.  3389. 

The  PRESIDING  &FFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendments  of  the 
House  of  RepresentativeVto  the  bill  (S. 
3389)  to  pnwnote  the  foreign  commerce 
of  the  Uimed  States  through  the  use  of 
mobile  trade  fairs,  which  were  to  strike 
out  all/after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert/ 

Kit  title  II  of  the  Merchant  Mar  (he  Act, 
1936,  as  amended  (46  U.S.C.  1101  et \eq.), 
isr  amended  by  adding  immediately  after 
section  212(A)  thereof  (46  U.S.C.  112^) 
the  following  new  section : 

“Sec.  212.  (B)  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Com-' 
merce  shall  encourage  and  promote  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  use  of  mobile  trade  fairs  (1) 
which  to  the  extent  they  are  transported 
by  vessel  shall  be  transported  by  vessels  of 
United  States  registry  to  foreign  ports  and 
(2)  which  are  designed  to  show  and  sell  the 
products  of  United  States  business  and  agri¬ 
culture  at  such  foreign  ports  and  at  other 
commercial  centers  throughout  the  world. 

“(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  not  to  exceed  $500,000  per  fiscal  year 
for  each  of  the  three  fiscal  years  during  the 
period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  ending 
June  30,  1965.  In  addition  to  such  appro¬ 
priated  sums,  the  President  shall  make  max¬ 
imum  use  of  foreign  currencies  owned  by 
or  owed  to  the  United  States  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  104(m)  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  before  “,  and  (B)  ”  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “or  section  212(B)  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act,  1936”. 
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And  to  amend  the  title  so  as  to  rei, 
“An  Act  to  amend  the  Merchant  Mai/me 
Act,  1936,  to  develop  the  American 
merchant  marine  and  promote  the  for¬ 
eign  commerce  of  the  Unitec/ States 
through  the  use  of  mobile  trade  fairs.” 

Mr.  ENGLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  disagree  t c/the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  House  ajid  ask  for  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House/of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  the  disagree^®  votes  thereon, 
and  that  the  Chair  appoint  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Sen; 

The  motion  wa/  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer/ appointed  Mr.  Engle, 
Mr.  Bartlett,  and  Mr.  Butler  conferees 
on  the  part  of/he  Senate 


AMENDMENTS  TO  NATIONAL 

SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  I  submit  a  report  of  the  com- 
littee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
rotes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  the  Senate  made  two  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  House  bill. 

The  first  Senate  amendment  provided 
for  a  3 -year  transition  from  the  old  cash 
assistance  apportionment  formula  to  the 
new  formula  provided  by  the  bill.  The 
conference  report  recommends  that  the 
House  agree  to  this  amendment. 

The  other  Senate  amendment  provid¬ 
ed  for  a  more  mathematical  formula 
for  apportionment  to  States  of  the  $10 
million  special  assistance  funds  author¬ 
ized  by  the  bill.  The  conference  report 
recommends  that  the  House  agree  to  this 
amendment  with  two  clarifying  changes, 
which  represent  no  change  in  substance ; 
but  help  to  carry  out  the  intention 
of  the  Senate  amendment.  The  first  of 
these  changes  makes  it  clear  that  State 
needs  for  additional  special  assistance 
funds  must  be  based  on  needs  of  “eli¬ 
gible”  schools.  The  second  change 
makes  it  clear  that  the  maximum  per 
lunch  limitation  on  any  school’s  share 
of  special  assistance  funds  would  be  a 
uniform  limit  for  all  States.  That  was 
always  intended  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  conference  report  was  signed  by 
all  conferees  of  each  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 
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■REIGN  AID  AUTHORIZATIONS 
AND  DEFICITS 


Mr.  HOBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  just  passed  a  bill  of  something  oyer 
$4  billionvfor  foreign  aid,  all  of  which 
will  be  borrowed  money,  because,  on  the 
best  estimates  I  have  been  able  to  make, 
without  a  tax  cut  we  will  be  in  the  red 
more  than  $8  bi^ion  in  the  current  fis¬ 
cal  year.  Dr.  Heller,  chief  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  advisers,  told  the  mortgage  bank¬ 
ers  in  Chicago  that  we  were  going  to 
have  a  tax  cut  to  stimulate  the  econ¬ 
omy.  It  will  probably  be  along  the  lines 
of  the  bill  recommended  by  Walter  Reu- 
ther  and  other  labor  leaders,  and  will 
probably  cut  the  tax  from  20  to  10  per¬ 
cent.  That  will  result  in  a.  deficit  of 
another  $10  billion,  making  a  total  of 
$18  billion. 

In  addition,  we  hear  consistent  ru¬ 
mors  to  the  effect  that  the  President 
going  to  issue  an  order  to  desegfe- 
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gate  all  housing. 

He  has  no  constitutional  right,  but  i\ 
is  claimed  that  the  NAACP  is  putting  on 
constant  pressure. 

There  is  $175  billion  tied  up  in  mort¬ 
gages. 

It  is  claimed  that  if  that  order  goes 
into  effect,  it  would  cut  new  construction 
from  50  to  75  percent. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  analyze  the  census  information 
on  housing.  It  is  very  significant.  The 
construction  program  has  slowed  down. 
Unoccupied  housing  has  increased. 
Foreclosures  have  greatly  increased. 

If  we  are  to  have  a  tax  cut  and  if  we 
are  to  continue  to  spend  borrowed  money 
for  people  abroad,  as  though  it  cost  noth¬ 
ing,  and  if,  in  addition,  we  are  to  take 
action  which  I  think  would  be  outside 
our  constitutional  authority,  to  definitely 
slow  down  private  enterprise,  what  will 
be  the  result?  Mr.  President,  the  result 
will  be  bankruptcy,  eventually. 


NEW  PACTS  ABOUT  HOUSING 


Mr.  President,  new  and  important 
housing  facts  have  come  to  light  as  the 
results  of  the  1960  census  of  housing 
have  been  released.  Few  of  these  facts 
have  received  the  public  attention  they 
deserve. 

According  to  the  census  information 
our  housing  economy  during  the  195tf’s 
surpassed  expectations  in  several  major 
respects.  Houses  and  apartments 'were 
built  in  a  record  number — and  produc¬ 
tion  was  more  than  one-fifth  larger  than 
previously  estimated.  The  housing  sup¬ 
ply  improved  a  great  deal/in  average 
quality — and  in  some  cases/rhe  improve¬ 
ment  was  dramatic.  Th/use  of  housing 
space  eased  considerably — and  as  a  re¬ 
sult  crowding  declined  to  an  all-time 
low. 

Even  so,  our  housing  economy  raised 
some  basic  questiphs  about  the  goals  and 
achievements  91  Federal  housing  pro¬ 
grams. 

I  would  lik/  to  review  briefly  these  and 
other  developments  in  the  housing  field, 
and  to  cojriment  upon  their  implications 
for  Government  housing  policies. 

RECORD  PRODUCTION 

"President,  the  1960  housing  census 
('related  measures  indicate  that  about 
'million  dwelling  units  were  completed 


during  the  1950’s.  As  in  earlier  decades, 
private  enterprise  and  private  ownership 
accounted  for  nearly  all  production.  Of 
the  15  million  units  completed,  all  but 
some  425,000  were  privately  built  and 
owned.  Thirty-four  times  more  pri¬ 
vate  dwellings  were  built  than  public 
dwelings. 

These  findings,  in  my  opinion,  reem¬ 
phasize  the  strategic  role  of  private  en¬ 
terprise  in  residential  construction. 
They  underline  the  importance  of  adopt¬ 
ing  public  policies  designed  to  make  the 
most  of  private  market  forces — not  to 
bypass  them  by  setting  up  arbitrarily  low 
interest  rates,  arbitrarily  high  standards, 
or  uneconomic  rents. 

The  census  findings  also  suggest  the 
price  we  would  pay,  in  terms  of  gigantic 
public  outlays,  if  Federal  policies  so  dis¬ 
couraged  private  construction  that  we 
had  to  rely  mainly  upon  public  building 
activity  instead.  An  estimated  $170  bil¬ 
lion  in  new  nonfarm  residential  con¬ 
struction  was  put  in  place  during  the 
1950’s.  Of  this  total,  approximately 
\$165  billion,  or  97  percent,  was  privately 
owned.  / 

production  of  dwellings  over  the  past 
decade  considerably  exceeded  the  yol- 
ume  of  building  registered  in  the  1920’s, 
the  previous  10-year  record.  Even  so, 
recent  production  was  smaller  .m  rela¬ 
tion  to  thfe,  inventory  existing  pi  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  period,  because  the  1950 
inventory  was  more  than  Mice  the  size 
of  the  1920  inventory,  yhe  15  million 
dwellings  completed  between  1950  and 
1960  were  equivalent  to  about  33  percent 
of  the  46.1  million  units  existing  in  1950. 
Some  7  million  dwqhings  were  recorded 
as  started  between"  1930  and  1929;  that 
output  was  equivalent  Ip  approximately 
39  percent  of  the  17.7  mil\on  units  exist 
ing  in  1920. 

Most  new/units  completed^ during  the 
1950’s  were  financed  by  conventional 
mortgages  or  by  all-cash  payments. 
Less  than  30  percent,  or  about  4.2hnillion 


idated  structures — declined  by  over  two-/ 
fifths.  The  decline  of  at  least  6.4  mil¬ 
lion  units  reduced  the  number  of  lower 
quality  dwellings  to  less  than  9  million 
units.  A  further  reduction  of  a  similar 
amount  in  the  1960’s — through /aemoli- 
tion,  repair,  or  other  means — would 
eliminate  nearly  all  dwellings  now  lack¬ 
ing  complete  plumbing  facilities,  or  in 
dilapidated  structures. 

In  my  own  State  of  Virginia,  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  occupied  housing  improved  dra¬ 
matically  in  the  1950’s.  All  occupied 
housing  increased  by  about  228,000  units. 
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or  by  about  one-fourth.  But  occupied 


housing  of  higher  quality  increased  by  an 
estimated  359,000  units,  or  by  four-fifths. 
Meanwhile,  lower  quality  occupied  dwell¬ 
ings  declined  by  131,000  units,  or  by 
more  than  three-tenths. 

All  regions  of  the  Nation  improved 
their  housing.  Take  the  case  of  dwell¬ 
ings,  occupied  by  nonwhite  households 
in  fhe  census  region  of  the  South.  There 
occupied  units  of  all  types  increased  by 
291,000,  or  by  12  percent,  between  1950 
/and  1960.  At  the  same  time,  higher 
quality  units  occupied  by  nonwhite 
households  increased  by  720,000,  or  by 
over  200  percent.  Lower  quality  units 
decreased  by  429,000,  or  by  20  percent. 

Further  improvement  in  the  quality 
of  our  housing  inventory  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  occur  in  the  1960’s.  To  make 
the  most  progress,  I  believe  that  a  care¬ 
ful  analysis  of  the  record  of  the  1950’s 
should  be  made  to  reveal  some  of  the 
major  factors  that  contributed  toward 
our  past  housing  progress.  Such  an 
analysis  would  help  to  show  what  may 
need  to  be  done  in  the  future.  Past 
experience  suggests  that  most  housing 
improvement  can  take  place  as  a  result 
of  private  market  operations  with  mini¬ 
mum  reliance  upon  direct  Federal  in¬ 
tervention  through  subsidized  programs 
requiring  large  outlays  of  public  funds. 


EASING  OCCUPANCY 


units 
or 


nn, 


ere  underwritten  by  FHA-ii 
VA-guaranteed  loans.  Here 
private  initiative — unaided  by  put 
edit — performed  most  of  the  job. 

IMPROVEMENTS  IN  QUALITY 

New  housing  production  during  the 
1950’s,  as  well  as  improvements  to  the 
existing  inventory,  contributed  toward  a 
marked  rise  in  the  average  quality  of 
the  housing  supply.  A  long  stride  was 
taken  toward  fulfilling  the  declaration 
of  ' national  housing  policy  enunciated  in 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  “the  realization 
as  soon  as  feasible  of  the  goal  of  a  decent 
home  and  a  suitable  living  environment 
for  every  American  family.” 

Occupied  housing  increased  by  about 
10  million  units,  or  by  23  percent,  over 
the  last  decade.  But  occupied  dwellings 
of  higher  quality— with  complete  plumb¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  in  structures  reported 
as  not  dilapidated — increased  far  more 
by  about  16y2  million  units  or  by  60  per¬ 
cent.  In  1950,  these  units  of  higher  qual¬ 
ity  made  up  about  three-fifths  of  the 
total  occupied  housing  stock.  But  by 
1960,  they  acounted  for  over  four-fifths. 

During  the  same  10-year  period,  oc¬ 
cupied  housing  of  lower  quality — lacking 
complete  plumbing  facilities,  or  in  dilap- 


The  1960  census  of  housing  and  related 
measures  show  that  occupancy  eased 
notably  during  the  past  decade.  The  use 
of  residential  space  declined  in  intensity 
even  as  the  postwar  backlog  of  housing 
^demand  was  being  worked  down. 

.One  indication  of  easing  occupacy  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  declining  trend  of  married 
les  who  doubled  up  by  sharing  the 
same'v  dwelling.  Doubling  up  dropped 
from  over  2  million  in  early  1950  to  945,- 
000  in  ekrly  1960.  That  was  the  lowest 
number  o^  doubled  up  married  couples 
since  1910.  \It  was  the  lowest  proportion 
of  all  married  couples — 2.4  percent — on 
record.  By  19$0,  doubling  up  was  2  mil¬ 
lion  below  the Njll  time  high  in  1947, 
when  the  rate  was  8.7  percent. 

Between  1950  ancKl960,  in  other  words, 
the  number  of  doubled  up  married  cou¬ 
ples  declined  by  haN  The  rate  of 
doubling  up  declined  from  5.6  percent  to 
2.4  percent.  These  declines  took  place 
during  the  same  period  tl\at  the  total 
number  of  married  couples  increased  by 
more  than  a  tenth. 

Doubling  up  in  1960  was  fjk  below 
comparable  figures  prevailing  i\  1930 


after  nearly  a  decade  of  active 
Early  in  1930,  1,525,000  married 
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^COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  SMN£H  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimbi^s consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Ruleshqve  until  midnight  to 
file  a  privileged  repoitv. 

The  SPE  AKER.  Is  tnbte  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemals^rom  Vir¬ 
ginia? 

There  was  no  objection.  x 


FORMULA  FOR  APPORTIONING  AS¬ 
SISTANCE  FUNDS  UNDER  NATION¬ 
AL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 
Mr.  POWELL  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the  formula 
for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds 
among  the  States  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2512) 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of'  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  1,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums  as 
may  be  necessary  for  each  succeeding  fiscal 
year  to  provide  special  assistance  to  schools 
drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which 
poor  economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  helping  such  schools  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  section  9  of  this  Act  concern¬ 
ing  the  service  of  lunches  to  children  unable 
to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

“(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant 
to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year,  3  per 
centum  shall  be  available  for  apportionment 
to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam, 
and  American  Samoa.  From  the  funds  so 
available  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  to 
each  such  State  an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds  as 
the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches 
served  in  accordance  with  section  9  of  this 
Act  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal 
year  bears  to  the  total  number  of  such  free 
or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  all  such 
States  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year :  Provided, 
That  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963, 
$5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  American 
Samoa,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted 
from  the  total  amount  available  for  appor¬ 
tionment  under  this  subsection.  If  any 
such  State  cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section  all  of  the  funds  apportioned 
to  it,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  ap¬ 
portionment  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial 
apportionment  to  any  such  States  which  jus¬ 
tify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such 
purposes. 

“(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated 
pursuant  to  this  section  for  any  fiscal  year, 
not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  ap¬ 


portioned  among  States,  other  than  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  following 
factors  for  each  State:  (1)  the  number  of 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year,  and  (2)  the  assistance 
need  rate.  These  factors  shall  be  applied  in 
the  following  manner:  First,  determine  an 
index  for  each  State  by  multiplying  factors 
(1)  and  (2);  second,  divide  this  index  by 
the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all  such  States; 
and,  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained 
to  the  total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  Any 
funds  so  initially  apportioned  which  can¬ 
not  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  this  section 
by  the  State  to  which  apportioned,  together 
with  the  remainder  of  the  funds  available 
under  this  subsection,  shall  be  further  ap¬ 
portioned  by  the  Secretary  on  the  same  basis 
as  the  initial  apportionment  to  such  States 
which  justify  on  the  basis  of  operating  ex¬ 
perience  the  need  for  additional  funds  to 
meet  the  need  of  students  in  such  States  for 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches  in  schools 
deemed  eligible  by  their  State  educational 
agencies  for  special  assistance  in  accordance 
with  the  factors  set  forth  in  subsection  (e) 
of  this  section. 

“(d)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned 
to  any  State  under  this  section  shall  be  made 
as  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  section  7 
of  the  Act. 

“(e)  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any 
fiscal  year  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State 
to  assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods. 
The  selection  of  schools  and  the  amounts 
of  funds  that  each  shall  from  time  to  time 
receive  (within  a  maximum  per  lunch 
amount  established  by  the  Secretary  for  all 
the  States)  shall  be  determined  by  the  State; 
educational  agency  on  the  basis  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  factors:  (1)  The  economic  condition 
of  the  area  from  which  such  schools  draw 
attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such 
schools  for  free  or  reduced-price  lunches; 
(3)  the  percentages  of  free  and  reduced- 
price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools 
to  their  pupils;  (4)  the  prevailing  price  of 
lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  with 
the  average  prevailing  price  of  lunches  served 
in  the  State  under  this  Act;  and  (5)  the 
need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assist¬ 
ance  as  reflected  by  the  financial  position  of 
the  school  lunch  programs  in  such  schools. 

“(f)  If  in  any  State  the  State  educational 
agency  is  not  permitted  by  law  to  disburse 
funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  nonprofit 
private  schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary 
shall  withhold  from  the  funds  apportioned 
to  such  State  under  subsections  (b)  or  (c) 
of  this  section  an  amount  which  bears  the 
same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number  of 
free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  the 
preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private 
schools  participating  in  the  program  under 
this  Act  in  such  State  bears  to  the  number 
of  such  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served 
during  such  year  by  all  schools  participating 
in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  State. 
The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so 
withheld  directly  to  the  nonprofit  private 
schools  within  such  State  for  the  same  pur¬ 
poses  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
are  applicable  to  a  State  educational  agency 
disbursing  funds  under  this  section. 

“(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the 
terms  and  conditions  governing  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  school  lunch  program  set  forth 
in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  including  those 
applicable  to  funds  apportioned  or  paid  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  4  or  5  but  excluding  the 
provisions  of  section  7  relating  to  matching, 


shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  express  requirements 
of  this  section.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Adam  C.  Powell, 

Cleveland  M.  Bailey, 

John  Brademas, 

James  G.  O’Hara, 

Carroll  D.  Kearns, 

Peter  FrelJnghuysen,  Jr., 

Albert  H.  Quie, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

B.  Everett  Jordan, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Stephen  M.  Young, 

Philip  A.  Hart, 

Bourke  B.  HickenlOoper, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  11665)  to  re¬ 
vise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  as¬ 
sistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

Amendment  No.  1 :  This  Senate  amendment 
provides  that  the  transition  from  the  meth¬ 
od  of  apportioning  funds  among  the  States 
under  section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch 
Act  as  now  in  effect  to  the  method  provided 
for  in  the  bill  would  be  made  over  a  3 -year 
period.  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1, 
1962,  75  percent  of  such  funds  would  be 
apportioned  under  the  old  method  and  25 
percent  under  the  new  method.  For  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1963,  50  percent 
of  such  funds  would  be  apportioned  under 
each  method.  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  1,  1964,  25  percent  of  such  funds  would 
be  apportioned  under  the  old  method  and  75 
percent  under  the  new  method.  Thereafter 
all  such  funds  would  be  apportioned  among 
such  States  on  the  basis  of  the  new  method 
provided  in  the  bill. 

Under  the  House  bill,  the  transition  from 
the  old  to  the  new  method  of  apportioning 
funds  among  the  States  would  have  been 
achieved  in  a  1-year  period.  For  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  50  percent  of  the 
funds  would  have  been  apportioned  under 
each  method.  Thereafter  all  the  funds 
would  have  been  apportioned  under  the  new 
method  provided  in  the  bill. 

The  House  recedes  and  concurs  in  the 
Senate  amendment. 

Amendment  No.  2:  This  Senate  amendment 
rewrote  in  its  entirety  proposed  section  11  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  as  passed  by 
the  House.  As  amended  by  the  Senate,  sec¬ 
tion  11  provided  for  a  flat  3  percent  of  such 
funds  being  apportioned  to  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa 
solely  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  free  or 
reduced-price  lunches  served  during  the  pre¬ 
ceding  year,  except  that  American  Samoa 
would  receive  $5,000  the  first  year.  Of  the 
remaining  97  percent,  at  least  half  would 
have  been  apportioned  among  the  remaining 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  free  or 
reduced-price  lunches  served  in  the  preceding 
year  multiplied  by  the  assistance  need  fac¬ 
tor.  The  balance  of  the  funds,  plus  any 
initially  apportioned  funds  which  could  not 
be  used,  would  have  been  apportioned  on 
the  same  basis  to  States  Justifying  a  need 
for  further  funds.  The  need  factor  set  out 
in  clause  (2)  of  section  11(a)  as  the  bill 
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passed  the  House  was  omitted  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment,  since  it  could  not  be  pre¬ 
cisely  determined  and  applied  in  an  arith¬ 
metical  formula. 

The  essential  differences  between  the 
Senate  amendment  and  the  House  bill  are 
(1)  that  under  the  Senate  amendment  the 
funds  would  have  been  apportioned  among 
the  States  solely  on  the  basis  of  a  mathe¬ 
matical  formula,  whereas  under  the  House 
bill  the  funds  were  to  be  apportioned  on 
the  basis  of  certain  enumerated  factors  with 
no  specific  mathematical  formula  prescribed, 
and  (2)  under  the  House  bill  there  would 
have  been  only  one  apportionment  of  funds 
among  the  States,  whereas  under  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment,  provision  was  made  for  re¬ 
apportionments  to  the  States  of  funds  not 
needed  by  States  from  the  original  or  sub¬ 
sequent  apportionments  and  of  funds  not 
Included  in  the  initial  apportionment  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  The  House  re¬ 
cedes  with  an  amendment  which  is  substan¬ 
tially  the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment.  It 
changes  the  Senate  amendment  in  two  minor 
respects.  The  first  of  these  changes  makes 
it  clear  that  State  eligibility  for  additional 
special  assistance  funds  shall  be  based  on 
the  needs  of  eligible  schools.  The  second 
change  makes  it  clear  that  the  maximum  per 
lunch  amount  limit  on  any  school’s  share 
of  special  assistance  funds  shall  be  a  uni¬ 
form  limit  for  all  States. 

Adam  C.  Powell, 

Cleveland  M.  Bailey, 

•  John  Brademas, 

James  G.  O’Hara. 

Carroll  D.  Kearns, 

Peter  Frelinghuysen,  Jr., 
Albert  H.  Quie, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  AP¬ 
PROPRIATIONS,  1963 
Mr.  WHITTEN  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  12648)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1963,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses: 

Conference  Report  No.  2514 
The  Committee  of  Conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  certain 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12648)  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart-, 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  fc 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  f6r 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full /fend 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respectivq/Houses 
as  follows: 

The  committee  of  conf erence/report  in 
disagreement  amendments  numbered  1,  2,  6, 
19,  44,  47,  48,  49,  50,  51,  52,  53/and  54. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H/  Natcher, 
Clarence  GJannon, 

Walt  Hojun, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on/he  part  of  the  House. 
Richard  B.  Russell, 

Caiu.  Hayden, 

Llen  J.  Ellender, 

Iilton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

May^gers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The/fnanagers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  further  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  certain  amend- 
Snts  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12648) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Department 


of  Agriculture  and  related  agencies  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely: 

department  of  agriculture 
The  amendments  numbered  1,  2,  6,  19,  44, 
and  47  through  54  are  reported  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

Watershed  protection 

The  funds  for  watershed  protection  in¬ 
clude  $7,400,000  for  planning  and  surveys, 
$5,500,000  for  the  planning  of  watersheds,  and 
$1,900,000  for  river  basin  surveys.  This  will 
permit  continuation  of  watershed  planning 
at  the  1962  level  and  initiation  of  surveys 
in  all  of  the  river  basins  proposed  by  the 
Budget. 

Jamie  L.  Whitten, 

William  H.  Natcher, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

Walt  Horan, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


PROVIDING  COMPENSATION  FOR 

CERTAIN  WORLD  WAR  H  LOSSES 

Mr.  MACK  submitted  the  following 
conferencX  report  and  statement  oft  ttfe 
bill  (H.R.  >7283)  to  amend  the  Vvar 
Claims  Act  oT  1948,  as  amended,  tc/pro- 
vide  compensation  for  certain /World 
War  II  losses: 

Conference  RepoIkt  (H.  Rept/No.  2513) 

The  committee  of  Conference  on  the  dis- 
■  agreeing  votes  of  the  Ntwo /Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  SenXe/to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7283)  to  amend  the  WamOlaims  Act  of  1948, 
as  amended,  to  provide  compensation  for  cer¬ 
tain  World  War  II  looses,  haSdng  met,  after 
full  and  free  confer/ace,  haveXgreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to\fieir  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  itV.  amend¬ 
ments  numbeyed  5,  7,  8,  and  9. 

That  the  /louse  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  Num¬ 
bered  1,  3,  4,  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15,  17,\nd 

18,  and/agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6:  That  the  Hous 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend-'' 
meat  of  the  House  numbered  6,  and  agree  to 
tjrfe  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 

lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “(2),  and  thereafter  of  any  award  made 
pursuant  to  section  202(a)  to  any  claimant 
certified  to  the  Commission  by  the  Small 
Business  Administration  as  having  been,  on 
the  date  of  loss,  damage,  or  destruction,  a 
small  business  concern  within  the  meaning 
now  set  forth  in  the  Small  Business  Act,  as 
amended.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

"Sec.  206.  At  the  end  of  the  Act,  as 
amended,  add  the  following  new  section: 

“  ‘Sec.  41.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  statute 
of  limitation,  lapse  of  time,  any  prior  de¬ 
cision  by  any  court  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  compromise,  release  or  assignment  to  the 
Alien  Property  Custodian,  jurisdiction  is 
hereby  conferred  upon  the  United  States 
Court  of  Claims  to  hear,  determine,  and 
report  to  the  Congress  concerning  the  claims 
against  the  United  States  for  the  proceeds 
received  by  the  United  States  from  the  sale 


of  the  property  vested  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Trading  With  the  Enemy  Act  by  vest/ 
ing  order  numbered  33  relating  to  certificat 
numbers  104  to  121,  inclusive,  125,  126,  128 
to  134,  inclusive,  and  137  to  139,  inclusive. 
Proceedings  with  respect  to  such  claim ?  may 
be  instituted  hereunder  not  later  thiui  one 
year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

“‘(b)  As  used  in  this  sectio/  the  word 
"copyrights”  includes  copyrights,  claims  of 
copyrights,  rights  to  copyrig/ts,  and  rights 
to  copyright  renewals. 

“‘(c)  All  copyrights  veiled  in  the  Alien 
Property  Custodian  or  the  Attorney  General 
under  the  provisions  oy  this  Act  subsequent 
to  December  17,  1941/whlch  have  not  been 
returned  or  otherwise  disposed  of  under  this 
Act,  except  copyriants  vested  by  vesting  or¬ 
ders  128  (7  F.R./578),  13111  (14  FH.  1730), 
14349  (15  FJt/1575),  17366  (16  FS.  2483), 
and  17952  (H5  F.R.  6162)  and  copyrights 
vested  with/respect  to  the  motion  picture 
'  listed  last/i  exhibit  A  of  vesting  order  11803, 
as  amended  (13  F.R.  5167,  15  F.R.  1626),  are 
hereby  /livested  as  a  matter  of  grace  effec¬ 
tive  the  ninety-first  day  after  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  section,  and  the  persons  en- 
tit/d  thereto  shall  on  that  day  succeed  to 
t/e  rights,  privileges,  and  obligations  arising 
Sut  of  such  copyrights,  subject,  however, 
to— 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  the  rights  of  licensees  under  licenses 
issued  by  the  Alien  Property  Custodian  or  the 
Attorney  General  in  respect  of  such  copy¬ 
rights; 

“  ‘(2)  the  rights  of  assignees  under  assign¬ 
ments  by  the  Alien  Property  Custodian  or  the 
Attorney  General  of  interests  in  such  li¬ 
censes;  and 

"‘(3)  the  right  retained  by  the  United 
States  to  reproduce,  for  its  own  use,  or  ex¬ 
hibit  any  divested  copyrighted  motion  pic¬ 
ture  films. 

The  rights  and  interests  remaining  in  the 
Attorney  General  under  licenses  issued  by 
him  or  by  the  Alien  Property  Custodian  in 
respect  to  copyrights  divested  hereunder  are 
hereby  transferred,  effective  the  day  of  di¬ 
vestment,  to  the  persons  entitled  to  such 
copyrights:  Provided,  That  all  unpaid  royal¬ 
ties  or  other  income  accrued  in  favor  of  the 
Attorney  General  under  such  licenses  prior 
to  the  day  of  divestment  shall  be  paid  by  the 
licensees  to  the  Attorney  General. 

“‘(d)  All  rights  or  interests  vested  in  the 
Alien  Property  Custodian  or  the  Attorney 
^General  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  sub¬ 
sequent  to  December  17,  1941,  arising  out  of 
ptevesting  contracts  entered  into  with  re- 
sp*£t  to  copyrights,  except — 

LI)  royalties  or  other  Income  received 
by  orSaccrued  in  favor  of  the  Alien  Property 
Custodian  or  the  Attorney  General  under 
such  contracts; 

“  ‘(2)  rights  or  interests  which  have  been 
returned  orsptherwise  disposed  of  under  this 
Act;  and 

“‘(3)  righfaVor  interests  vested  by  vesting 
orders  128  (7  FJt.  7578) ,  13111  (14  FH.  1730), 
14349  (15  F.R.  \575),  and  17366  (16  F.R. 
2483), 

are  hereby  divestecK  as  a  matter  of.  grace, 
effective  the  ninety-first  day  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  sXtion,  and  the  persons 
entitled  to  such  righto,  or  interests  shall 
succeed  thereto,  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
Attorney  General  to  collect  and  receive  all 
unpaid  royalties  or  other  income  accrued  in 
his  favor  under  such  preveXjug  contracts 
prior  to  the  day  of  divestment. 

“‘(e)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  transfer  to  a  person  entitled  to 
a  copyright  divested  hereunder  theVright  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  sue  for  the  infringe¬ 
ment  of  such  copyright  during  the  \eriod 
between  (1)  the  vesting  thereof  or  the  Vest¬ 
ing  of  rights  and  interests  in  a  contract 
entered  into  with  respect  thereto,  and  (i 
the  day  of  divestment.  The  right  to  sue  fok 


l\62 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


20571 


west  Quarter,  north  half  northwest  quarter 
northwest  quarter  southeast  quarter, 

“Sectioh  15:  West  half  northwest  quarter 
northeast  Nauarter  southeast  quarter,  west 
half  northeast  quarter,  northwest  quarter 
southeast  quarter,  north  half  north  half 
southwest  quarter  southeast  quarter. 
“Section  16:  Northeast  quarter. 
“Containing  707V5  acres,  more  or  less. 

“(b)  In  exchangeSfor  such  conveyance,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized  to 
transfer  to  the  United  Nutates  in  trust  for  the 
Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe,  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights,  public  lands  on  the  Archuleta 
Mesa,  reserving  to  the  United  States  the 
minerals  therein  and  the  right  to  prospect 
for  and  remove  them  under\egulations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  that  are  con¬ 
tiguous  to  the  present  eastern  boundary  of 
the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Reservation,  and 
that  have  a  value  equal  to  or  not  materially 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  lands  conveyed 
by  the  tribe,  such  values  to  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary:  Provided,  That  such  pub- 
lic  lands  shall  be  selected  in  a  manner  that 
will  not  increase  the  Government’s  manage 
ment  problem  for  other  public  lands,  the' 
selection  shall  be  approved  by  the  Southern 
Ute  Indian  Tribe,  and  the  Southern  Ute 
Indian  Tribe  shall  pay  to  the  United  States 
any  difference  in  the  values  of  the  lands 
exchanged. 

"(c)  The  owners  of  the  range  improve¬ 
ments  of  a  permanent  nature  placed,  under 
the  authority  of  a  permit  from  or  agreement 
with  the  United  States,  on  the  public  lands 
conveyed  to  the  tribe  shall  be  compensated 
for  the  reasonable  value  of  such  improve¬ 
ments,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  out 
of  appropriations  available  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Navajo  unit,  Colorado  River 
storage  project. 

“(d)  Persons  whose  grazing  permits,  li¬ 
censes,  or  leases  on  the  public  lands  con¬ 
veyed  to  the  tribe  are  canceled  because  of 
such  conveyance  shall  be  compensated  in 
accordance  with  the  standard  prescribed  by 
the  Act  of  July  9,  1942,  as  amended  (43  U.S.C. 
315q) ,  out  of  appropriations  available  for  the 
construction  of  the  Navajo  unit,  Colorado 
River  storage  project. 

“(e)  The  public  lands  conveyed  to  the 
tribe  shall  be  a  part  of  the  Southern  Ute 
Indian  Reservation  and  shall  be  subject  to 
the  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  other 
tribal  lands  in  that  reservation. 

"(f)  The  tribal  lands  conveyed  to  the 
United  States  shall  no  longer  be  "Indian 
country”  within  the  meaning  of  section  1151 
of  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code.  They 
shall  have  the  status  of  public  lands  with¬ 
drawn  for  administration  pursuant  to  the 
Federal  reclamation  laws,  and  they  shall  hi 
subject  to  all  laws  and  regulations  goverm/g 
the  use  and  disposition  of  public  land*  in 
that  status.  ...  "7 / 

“(g)  In  any  right-of-way  grantecyby  the 
United  States  for  a  railroad  over  tjie  tribal 
lands  conveyed  to  the  United  States,  the 
Secretary  shall  provide  the  Southern  Ute 
Indians,  at  such  points  as  he  determines  to 
be  reasonable,  the  privilege  o/  crossing  such 
right-of-way. 

“(h)  The  tribal  lands  /conveyed  to  the 
United  States  shall  not  hjt  utilized  for  public 
recreational  facilities  without  the  approval 
of  the  Southern  Ute  Tribal  Council. 

“(i)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  abridge  any  fishing  rights  that  are 
vested  in  the  Indians.' 


(Mr.  HALEY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  HALEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  only 
difference  between  H.R.  9342  as  it  passed 
the  House  and  as  it  was  amended  by  the 
Senate  is  in  subsection  (h).  The  House 
bill  would  have  allowed  the  Southern  Ute 
Tribe  to  utilize  for  recreational  purposes 
certain  lands  that  are  being  transferred 
to  the  United  States  if  such  utilization 
would  not  interfere  with  Navajo  Dam  and 
Reservoir.  The  Senate  amendment  omits 
this  provision.  In  other  words,  under  , 
the  Senate  amendment  the  lands  in 
question  will  not  be  utilizable  by  the  tribe 
for  recreational  development.  The 
amendment,  I  am  advised,  is  acceptable 
to  the  Southern  Ute  Tribal  Council _ 


GROSS  NATIONAL  PRODUCT :  WHA1 
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SR.  Is  there  objection  to 
of  the  gentleman  from 


The  SPEAI 
the  requesj; 

Florida? 

There  svas  no  objection. 

The  ^enate  amendment  was  concurred 
in.  . 

A/notion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


THE  SCHOOL  LUNCH  BILL 

(Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  a  few  minutes  ago  a  House-Senate 
conference  on  the  so-called  school  lunch 
bill,  H.R.  11665,  broke  up.  The  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  bill  as  passed  by  the 
House  and  as  approved  by  the  other  body 
were  discussed.  After  no  more  than  15 
minutes  these  differences  were  recon¬ 
ciled,  and  agreement  was  reached.  I  am 
confident  that  final  action  will  be  taken 
on  this  conference  report  within  the  next 
few  days. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  ease  with  which  the 
Senate  and  House  conferees  reached 
agreement  on  the  school  lunch  program 
makes  it  apparent  that  a  similar  agree¬ 
ment  could  as  easily  be  reached  on  a 
college  facilities  bill.  Although  I  myself 
am  not  a  conferee  on  that  bill,  I  should 
like  to  point  out  that  the  Republican 
House  conferees  have  been  urging  an 
early  conference  with  the  Senate.  So 
far,  I  regret  to  say,  there  has  been  no 
response  and  no  meeting  has  even  been 
attempted. 

This  lack  of  effort  on  the  part  of  the>s 
Democratic  conferees  is  hard  to  explain, 
Mr.  Speaker.  Surely  they  must  realize 
/the  need  for  more  facilities.  Surely 
"'they  must  realize  that  solid  bipartisan 
support  does  exist  for  Federal  aid  to  help 
build  additional  college  academic  facili¬ 
ties.  Their  refusal  even  to  seek  agree¬ 
ment  on  what  should  be  done,  I  repeat, 
is  hard  to  justify.  This  certainly  should 
be  no  more  difficult  to  achieve  than 
agreement  on  the  school  lunch  program. 
Time  is  running  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  but 
this  form  of  assistance  could  be  quickly 
agreed  upon. 


SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  EXPORT 
CONTROL 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Kitchin],  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  House  Select  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
port  Control  may  be  permitted  to  sit  to¬ 
day  during  general  debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


\  (Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri  askec 
Was  given  permission  to  add  res 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  M*\  Speak¬ 
er,  I  am  including  in  the  Aw>endix  of 
the  Record  today  an  excellent  article 
that  appeared  in  the  Morgan  Guaranty 
Survey  pamphlet  discussixlg  the  gx-oss  na¬ 
tional  product,  what  it  really  is  and  what 
it  is  not.  There  has/been  so  much  use 
of  the  term  “gross  national  product’’  that 
it  does  seem  to  m/ very  timely  to  have 
available  a  clear/explanation  of  it,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  the  national  interest  di¬ 
rected  to  the  fall  elections.  I  think  this 
would  be  a  /food  thing  for  everyone  to 
refer  to  who  wishes  to  discuss  economic 
issues 

[The^natter  referred  to  appears  in  the 
Appendix.] 


WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND 
FLOOD  PREVENTION 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  communication,  which 
was  read,  and,  with  the  accompanying 
papers,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations : 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  September  28,  1962. 
Hon.  James  W.  McCormack, 

The  Speaker,  House  of  Representatives,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended, 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  in  executive 
session  on  September  26,  1962,  considered 
the  work  plans  transmitted  to  you  by  ex¬ 
ecutive  communication  and  referred  to  this 
committee  and  unanimously  approved  each 
of  such  plans.  The  work  plans  involved  are: 
executive  committee,  state,  and  watershed 
1127,  Puerto  Rico,  Anasco  River. 

2423,  Louisiana,  Bayou  Folse. 

2423,  Kansas,  Bee  Creek. 

2423,  Nebraska,  Big  Indian  Creek. 

2423,  Kentucky,  Big  Muddy  Creek. 
2423,  Iowa,  Big  Wyacondah. 

2534,  Arkansas,  Crooked  Bayou. 

2423,  South  Carolina,  Duncan  Creek. 
2534,  Tennessee,  Hardin  Creek. 

\2423,  Pennsylvania,  Kaercher  Creek. 
423,  Indiana,  Lattas  Creek. 

2288,  Tennessee,  Line  Creek. 

24^3,  North  Dakota,  Lower  Forest 

2423,  Kansas,  Middle  Caney. 

2423,  Vermont,  Neshobe  River. 

930,  West\Virginia,  Saltlick  Creek. 

2423,  Indiana,  Stucker  Fork. 

2423,  Mississippi,  Upper  Bogue  Phalia. 
1331,  Massachusetts,  Upper  Quaboag 

2534,  Kentuckyv\West  Fork  of  Pond 

!reek. 


1227,  Kansas,  Silver 
Sincerely  yours, 

Harold 


k  Cooley, 

,  Chairman. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSI 
Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  Nmake 
the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quor 
is  not  present. 
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Mr\  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
a  call  the  House. 

A  call*of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Mehjbers  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names  :\ 

[Roll  No.  261] 


Alexander 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Aspinall 
Ayres 
Bates 
Belcher 
Bennett,  W 
Berry 


Hatyey ,  Ind.  Reifel 


Rogers,  Tex. 
Rousselot 


HSbfeft 

Hiestand  - 

Hoffman,  Ill.  Santangelo 
Hoffman-,  Mich.  Saund 
i  \ 


Jarman 


Saylor 


Blitch 

Bolling 

Boykin 

Breeding 

Brewster 

Brown 

Burke,  Ky. 

Celler 

Chamberlai 

Coad 


Curtin 

Dominick 

Dooley 

Evins 

Fenton 

Frazier 

Garland 

Goodell 

Gray 


Hall 

Hansen 
Harris 
Harrison,  Va.  Rains 


Johnson,  Md. 

Schadeberg 

Kearns  \ 

Scherer 

Kee  \  Scott 

Kilburn 

\Scranton 

King,  Calif. 

Seely-Brown 

Laird 

Shelley 

Latta 

Sheppard 

McDonough 

Shipley 

McDowell 

Short'. 

Mclntire 

Sibal  \ 

McSween 

Siler  \ 

McVey 

Springer  \ 

Macdonald 

Tollefson  \ 

MacGregor 

Ullman  \ 

Magnuson 

Utt 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Van  Pelt 

Mason 

Vinson 

Merrow 

Watts 

Michel 

Weis 

Miller, 

Whalley 

George  P. 

Wickersham 

Monagan 

Willis 

Moorehead, 

Winstead 

Ohio 

Yates 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Zelenko 

PoweU 

Rains 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall,  337 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


WAR  CLAIMS  ACT  OP  1948 

Mr.  MACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  conferees  on  the 
bill  Hk.  7283  have  until  midnight  to 
file  a  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Il¬ 
linois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 
Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 


yesterday,  on  rollcall  No.  256  I  am  re¬ 
corded  as  not  being  present.  I  was  pres¬ 
ent  and  answered  to  my  name.  I  as} 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PRIVATE  CALENDAR 


CLARA  B.  PRY 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  7615) 
for  the  relief  of  Clara  B.  Pry. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CARLETON  R.  McQUOWN,  THOMAS 
A.  PRUETT,  AND  JAMES  E. 
ROWLES 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  4950) 
for  the  relief  of  Carleton  R.  McQuown, 
Thomas  A.  Pruett,  and  James  E.  Rowles. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  bill  be  passed  over 
without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


DANIEL  WALTER  MILES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  7469; 
for  tne  relief  of  Daniel  Walter  Miles 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  bill  be  passe**  over 
without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore,  /is  there 
objection  tovhe  request  of  t/e  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa? 

There  was  no\objectionv 


DR.  AND  MRS. 


SL  GORPAIN 


The  Clerk  called  bill  (H.R.  6709) 
for  the  relief  of  Dr/ ana,  Mrs.  Abel  Gor- 
fain. 

There  being  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  aA follows: 

Be  in  enact/d  by  the  Senate\and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  UniteaSStates  of 
America  iry Congress  assembled,  That,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  limitations  of  Sections 
322(b)  ,2774,  and  3775  of  the  InternarReve- 
nue  Code  of  1939,  or  of  section  6511(o\(2) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954, '^e- 
lati/g  to  the  refund  of  excess  income  taxe 
or/of  any  other  statute  of  limitation,  the 
lim  of  Doctor  and  Mrs.  Abel  Gorfain  for 
the  refund  of  excess  income  taxes  paid  by 
them  for  the  years  1949  to  and  including 
1956,  heretofore  filed  with  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Service  shall  be  considered  as  having 
been  timely  filed  with  relation  to  those  years 
on  November  1,  1960,  and  shall  be  consid¬ 
ered  and  paid  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  otherwise  applicable  provisions  of 
laws  relating  to  such  refunds  of  income 
taxes. 


The  SPEAKER.  Thi^is  Private  Cal¬ 
endar  day.  The  Clerk/will  call  the  first 
individual  bill  on  thef  Private  Calendar. 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


THEODORE  ZISSU 


MRS.  WILLIAM  W.  JOHNSTON 

The  Clerk  c/lled  the  bill  (H.R.  9942) 
for  the  relie£/of  Mrs.  William  W.  John¬ 
ston. 

Mr.  GR0SS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  cjmsent  that  the  bill  be  passed 
over  without  prejudice. 

.SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  /equest  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 
lere  was  no  objection. 


the  return  of  property  or  any  interest  there! 
pursuant  to  section  9  or  32  of  such  Act  wO 
App.  U.S.C.  9  or  32),  Theodore  Zlssuf  a 
United  States  citizen,  may  within  six  m/nths 
after  the  enactment  of  this  Act  file  sc  claim  . 
for  the  return  of  certain  property, /namely, 
his  interest  as  owner  of  30  per  centnm  of  the 
stock  of  Industria  Romana  M/;hanica  si 
Chimica  S.A.,  Bucharest,  Rumama,  the  forge 
plant  property  and  equipment  at  which  latter 
corporation  was  vested  by  the  Office  of  Alien 
Property  under  Vesting  Or/er  Numbered  46, 
effective  July  6,  1942,  a/d  Supplement  to 
Vesting  Order  Number^  46,  effective  May 
11,  1943,  and  which  fooge  plant  property  and 
equipment  was  subsequently  sold  by  said 
Office  of  Alien  Prop^ty;  and  that  claim  shall 
be  considered  on/its  merits  in  accordance 
with  the  remaiXng  provisions  of  that  Act. 

If  no  such  rel^m  is  made  within  a  period 
of  sixty  days /after  the  filing  of  such  claim,  - 
the  said  Theodore  Zlssu  shall  be  entitled, 
within  onX  year  of  the  expiration  of  such 
period,  tor  institute  suit  pursuant  to  section 
9  of  said'Act  (50  App.  U.S.C.  9)  for  the  return 
of  stym  property.  If  the  said  Theodore 
Zissu/  shall  establish  his  ownership  of  the 
saiX 30  per  centum  of  the  stock  of  said  In- 
dWstria  Romana  Mechanlca  si  Chimica  S.A., 
3ucherest,  Rumania,  he  shall  thereby  be 
'deemed  to  be  entitled  to  recover  30  per 
centum  of  the  value  of  the  property  seized 
and  taken  by  the  Allen  Property  Custodian 
from  said  Industria  Romana  Mechanlca  si 
Chimica  S.A.,  Bucharest,  Rumania. 


Mr.  CONTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Conte:  On  page 
2,  beginning  in  line  14,  strike  out  all  follow¬ 
ing  the  period  after  the  word  “property” 
down  through  line  20  on  page  2. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


COMBEST  B.  SILLS 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8062) 
for  the  relief  of  Combest  B.  Sills. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  the  bill  be  passed  over 
■without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to.  the  request  of  the  gentle - 
lan  from  Iowa? 
yThere  was  no  objection. 


GEORGE  H.  PETERS 

The  "Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8549) 
for  the  relief  of  George  H.  Peters. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  the  bill  be  passed  over 
without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  spquest  of  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.R.  8550) 
for  the  relief  of  Theodore  Zissu. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That,  not¬ 
withstanding  the  provisions  of  section  33  of 
the  Trading  With  the  Enemy  Act,  as  amended 
(50  App.  U.S.C.  33) ,  with  respect  to  the  filing 
of  claims  and  the  institution  of  suits  for 


HENRY  ARMSTRONG.  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TOR  OP  THE  ESTATE  OP  ELLA 
ARMSTRONG 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill\H.R.  6940) 
for  the  relief  of  Henry  Armstrong,  ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  estate  of  Efia  Arm¬ 
strong. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.'' 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent'' 
this  bill  be  passed  over  without  pr£ 
dice. 


LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Sen.  Mansfield  inserted  a  summary  of  significai 
legislative  accomplishments  during  the  87th  Congress,  including  those  in  the 
"Held  of  agriculture,  pp,  21031-52 

9.  COFFSjE.  Received  from  the  President  for  ratification  the  International/Cof fee 
Agreement  for  1962.  p.  20930 

10.  ELECTRIFICATION •  Received  from  the  Federal  Power  Commission  a  copy/of  a  publi¬ 

cation,  'Typical  Electric  Bills,  1962."  p.  20930 

11.  LOANS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3024,  to  extend  the  maximum  maturity  of 

Veterans’  Administration  guaranteed  or  insured  loans  from  30/to  35  years, 
p.  21064 

12.  INSPECTION;  BRIDGETS.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

H.R.  683,  to  authorize  the  Donna-Rio  Bravo  Bridge  Co.  fcb  construct  a  bridge 
across  the  Rio  Grandevriver  near  Donna,  Tex.  (S.  Rep/.  2278).  p.  20931 

13.  HEALTH;  VACCINATIONS.  Parsed  without  amendment  H,  R 10541,  the  proposed 

Vaccination  Assistance  Acfc^ of  1962.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Presi- 
)  dent.  p.  21011 

14.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Proxmire  criticized  a  provision  in  the  foreign  aid 

appropriation  bill  giving  the  President  dis/retion  to  extend  aid  to  Yugoslavia 
and  inserted  several  itemc.  pp.  N21029-30 

Sen.  Humphrey  urged  support  for/Senate^ amendments  increasing  appropriations 
for  the  foreign  aid  program,  pp.  21081/2 

15.  WILDLIFE.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  J/R^s,  489,  to  provide  for  protection  of 

the  golden  eagle,  pp.  21091-5 

16.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Humphrey  insert/cl  and  commanded  an  article  praising  passage 

of  legislation  to  provide  health  clinics  and\ther  health  service  for  migra¬ 
tory  workers,  pp.  21080-1 

HOUSE 

17.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Acted  on  amen^toients  in  disagreement  on 

this  bill,  H,  R.  12648/(pp.  21136-9).  Receded  from  disagreement  to  Senate 
amendment  No.  1,  deleting  provision  for  acquisition  offsites  by  ARS  by  dona¬ 
tion,  exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to  exceed  $100  (p.  21136). 

By  a  vote  of  339  t</  5,  agreed  to  Senate  amendment  No.  2  with  an  amendment 
providing  funds  for  ARS  for  research  and  demonstrations  on  fche  production  and 
utilization  of  agricultural  products,  home  economics,  and  related  research 
and  services  (/p.  21136-9).  Concurred  in  Senate  amendment  No.  \6,  to  delete 
provision  of  ,$760,000  for  ARS  for  construction  of  facilities  ancK acquisition 
of  the  necessary  land  therefor  by  purchase,  donation,  or  exchangeXlp.  21139). 
Insisted  on  disagreement  to  all  other  amendments  formerly  reported\n  disagree¬ 
ment  (p./zll39). 


18.  FOOD  CONGRESS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3679,  authorizing  an  appropriation 
to  eriable  the  U.  S.  to  extend  an  invitation  to  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Organization  of  the  U.  N.  to  hold  a  World  Food  Congress  in  the  U.  S.  in  19^3. 
This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  13307, 
las  tabled,  pp.  21131-2 


-  4  - 


30NNEL.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  8140,  to  strengthen  tj 
criminal  laws  relating  to  bribery,  graft,  and  conflicts  of  interest.  This 
wil\  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  21130-1 


20.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  10708,  to 

the  Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  so  as  to  authorize  REA  to  fi  *te 
communication  facilities  for  the  transmission  of  sounds,  signals,  p  :ures, 
writing,  otv  signs  as  well  as  voice.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to>  i  Presi¬ 
dent.  p.  2^33 


21. 


22. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM.  By  a  vote  of  257  to  81,  agreed  to  the  conference  report 
on  H.  R.  11665,  to  amend  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  so  as  to  revise  the 
formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  to  the  States.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  Presidant.  (See  Digest  179  for  a  summary.)  pp.  21155-7 


PUBLIC  WORKS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R.  12900  (H.  R^nt.  2531) (pp.  21184-92).  As  reported  from  conference, 
the  bill  includes  $400,000,000  for  the  accelerated  puolic  works  program.  The 
Senate  report  on  this  billxincludes  the  following  statements: 

"The  authorizing  legislation  contains  restrictions  on  the  amounts  of  money 
that  can  be  received  by  areasV  Specifically,  th^  act  provides  that  at  least  0 
$300  million  of  the  $900  million  authorized  muse  be  allocated  for  projects  in 
areas  designated  under  section  5(b)  of  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act.  In  keeping 
with  the  provisions  of  the  authorizing  legislation,  the  committee  desires  that 
the  funds  appropriated  in  this  actN?e  prorated  in  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
strictions  in  the  authorizing  legisl\tioi 

"The  committee  notes  that  a  large  number  of  agencies  will  participate  in  the 
program,  and  in  most  instances  their  activity  will  represent  a  relatively 
modest  increase  in  regular  programs 
or  will  be  provided  in  the  regular 

cases,  it  is  clear  that  additional/administVative  funds  will  be  required. 

"In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  /committee  wks  unable  to  secure  from  the  wit¬ 
nesses  a  specific  program  by  agencies,  it  doesxnot  feel  that  it  is  feasible  to 
establish  specific  amounts  toy  administrative  costs.  However,  the  committee 
will  expect  the  Bureau  of  the^  Budget  to  review  al>l  requests  for  allocations  of 
administrative  funds  closely,  and  to  assure  that  in.  no  case  are  they  in  excess^, 
of  amounts  required  for  additional  workload  generated  by  the  public  works 
acceleration  program,  or/disproportionately  high  as  compared  to  the  regular 
administrative  costs  of^ the  programs  increased  or  accelerated.  In  no  case  are 
these  funds  to  be  used^ merely  to  circumvent  administrative  expense  limitations 
established  in  the  various  appropriation  acts  for  these  agencies." 


jr  Wfrich  administrative  funds  have  been 
>propr%ations  for  such  agencies.  In  a  few 


23.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Ren^  Cooley  reviewed  the  legislative  accompli s'tunents  of  the  87th 
Congress  in  farij/  legislation  and  said,  "I  have  never  known  a  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  wl^o  was  a  greater  champion  of  farmers  than  Orville \.  Freeman." 
pp.  21143-9 


24.  ASC  COMMITTEES.  Rep.  Wilson,  Ind. ,  commended  the  ASC  county  commit t\emen  say¬ 
ing,  "I/know  of  no  more  dedicated  group  of  men  than  the  9,000  countV  commit¬ 
teemen  and  the  90,000  community  committeemen  throughout  this  Nation  whip  are 
attempting  ...  to  make  democracy  work."  p.  21223 


PATENTS.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  12513,  to  provide  for^ 
public  notice  of  settlements  in  patent  interferences.  This  bill  will  now 
sent  to  the  President,  pp.  21132-3 
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st  domestic  processing  of  coconut  oil,  palm 
oih  palm-kernel  oil,  and  fatty  acids,  salts, 
combinations,  or  mixtures  thereof.” 

Tnk  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  reauest  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object — and  I  shall 
not  object— Ahese  amendments,  I  want 
to  point  out  th  the  House,  are  germane 
to  this  particular  bill.  This  bill  was  re¬ 
ported  out  unanimously.  I  do  this  be¬ 
cause  I  think  it  Is  important  to  point 
out  to  the  House  when  amendments  are 
germane  to  legislation  so  that  we  may 
know  otherwise  whenVe  are  asked  to 
consider  matters  that  crime  over  to  us 
from  the  other  body,  that  n\ay  be  entirely 
unrelated  to  the  bill. 

I  might  further  point  outv that  I  do 
not  feel  that  nongermane  amendments 
are  entirely  out  of  order.  TherXmay  be 
perfectly  good  reasons  for  a  nongermane 
amendment.  However,  these  reasons 
should  be  presented  forthrightly  foNjhe 
House  to  consider, 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objectio' 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  other 
body’s  amendment  would  provide  for  a 
temporary  suspension  of  the  processing 
taxes  on  coconut  oil  and  the  other  prod¬ 
ucts  concerned  until  June  30,  1966.  This 
temporary  suspension  is  consistent  with 
past  congressional  action  in  the  case  of 
these  taxes 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  M 
Speaker,  as  passed  by  the  House,  H. 
5260  made  permanent  the  suspensioi/of 
the  processing  tax  proposed  by  the  An - 
ternal  Revenue  Code  on  the  first  domes¬ 
tic  processing  on  coconut  oil  ana  the 
like.  We  had  been  enacting  tenjporary 
suspensions  since  October  1,  19 

Favorable  reports  have^beer/ received 
from  the  various  Government  depart¬ 
ments  and  the  committee  was  aware  of 
no  objection  for  the  furthe/  exemption 
of  this  tax.  Accordingly,  we  enacted  a 
permanent  suspension  of  tax. 

The  Senate  amended  tne  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  temporary  suspension  expir¬ 
ing  June  30,  1966.  I  /Would  have  pre¬ 
ferred  a  permanent  suspension  so  that 
we  would  not  again  have  to  take  up  this 
matter.  However,  /the  Senate  action 
will  meet  the  need/ of  the  industry  until 
June  30, 1966. 

(Mr.  DINGELB  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Mills)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
his  remarks  at/his  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  DINGHLL.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
author  arid  /ponsor  of  H.R.  5260,  I  re¬ 
joice  that  t/is  signal  legislative  evidence 
of  our  long  friendship  with  the  people 
of  the  Republic  of  the  Philippines  has 
been  enacted  to  give  another  3 -year  sus- 
pensioiy  of  the  excise  tax  on  coconut 
oil. 

It  vfould  be  fair  to  say  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  reflects  not  only  the  high  regard 
which  our  people  hold  for  our  friends 
in/the  Philippines,  but  more  specifically 
iv  is  in  a  very  real  way  to  monument 


for  our  beloved  friend  and  former  col-; 
league,  the  Honorable  Carlos  P.  Romuk 
former  delegate  to  this  body  from  tbfe 
Philippines,  distinguished  Ambassador 
to  the  United  States,  and  delegat/  of 
that  great  nation  to  the  United  Nations, 
and  president  of  the  General  Assembly  of 
that  great  international  institution. 

For  it  was  the  un tiring  efforyof  that 
gerat  son  of  the  Philippines  and/the  high 
regard  in  which  his  ability  ywas  held, 
not  only  in  the  Congress  but  throughout 
the  United  States,  which  re/lly  brought 
about  enactment  of  this  legislation. 

We  who  knew  GeneraVRomulo  and 
so  greatly  admired  his  ability,  integrity 
and  devotion  to  the  cause  of  liberty  miss 
him  in  these  days  whey  he  has  returned 
to  his  beloved  homeland,  but  we  rejoice 
that  he  has  risen  t of  the  high  office  of 
President  of  the  Uni/ersity  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  and  that  thy  Congress  has  again 
taken  favorable  a  (/ion  on  a  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  on  behalf  Af  which  he  labored  so 
long  and  untirmgly  and  for  which,  in¬ 
deed,  he  may  /ake  principal  credit  for 
enactment. 


DESIGNATING  CARRIERS  OF 
BONDED  MERCHANDISE 

■  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan- 
imouXc/nsent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  me  bill  (H.R.  5700)  to  amend  the 
Tariff  Arit  of  1930  to  permit  the  desig¬ 
nation  oKcertain  contract  carriers  as 
cai/iers  oKbonded  merchandise,  with 
S</iate  amendments  thereto,  disagree  to 
tlae  Senate  amendments,  and  request  a 
Conference  witmlhe  Senate. 

The  SPEAKERS.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  rlje  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

The  Chair  hears  done  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees^  Messrs.  Mills, 
King  of  California,  Bog^s,  Mason,  and 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin. 


SALE 

JRERS 


SPECIAL  CONSTRUCTIVE 

PRICE  RULE  ON  MANUFAC'l 

EXCISE  TAXES 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  “bill  (H.R.  8952)  to  amend  tl 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  with  re^ 
spect  to  the  conditions  under  which  the 
special  constructive  sale  price  rule  is  to 
apply  for  purposes  of  certain  manufac¬ 
turers  excise  taxes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments  and  request  a  conference 
with  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

The  Chair  hears  none  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Mills, 
King  of  California,  Boggs,  Mason,  and 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin. 
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AMENDMENTS  TO  THE  NATIONAL 
SCHOOL  LUNCH  ACT 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
11665)  to  revise  the  formula  for  appor¬ 
tioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the 
States  under  the  National  School  Lunch 


Act,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  statement 
of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Oct.  2, 
1962.) 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  bring  to  the  House  today  a 
unanimous  bipartisan  conference  report 
on  H.R.  11665,  a  bill  which  makes  cer¬ 
tain  necessary  changes  in  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  in  order  to  bring  up 
to  date  this  important  legislation  which 
has  rendered  a  most  useful  sendee  to 
millions  of  our  American  boys  and  girls 
since  its  enactment  in  1946.  According 
to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which 
administers  this  act,  this  bill  incor¬ 
porates  all  of  the  changes  in  the  Na¬ 
tional  School  Lunch  Act  recommended 
by  the  Department  in  a  series  of  hear¬ 
ings  held  by  the  General  Subcommittee 
on  Education.  They  support  passage 
of  this  bill  with  the  belief  that  it  will  in¬ 
crease  the  effectiveness  of  the  program 
of  Federal  aid  to  nonprofit  school  lunch 
programs. 

It  is  significant  that  one  of  the 
amendments  submitted  in  this  report 
reflects  the  social  progress  that  has  been 
made  since  1946  when  the  school  lunch 
program  was  enacted;  at  that  time  I  was 
a  freshman  Congressman  and  offered 
the  amendment  which  has  since  been 
known  as  the  Powell  amendment. 
This  addressed  itself  to  the  need  for 
assuring  equitable  distribution  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  for  lunches  to  children  of  all 
races.  And  thus  was  added  these 
words — section  11,  subsection  C: 

‘‘If  a  State  maintains  separate  schools  for 
minority  and  for  majority  races,  no  funds 
made  available  pursuant  to  this  act  shall 
be  paid  or  disbursed  to  it  unless  a  just  and 
equitable  distribution  is  made  within  the 
State,  for  the  benefit  of  such  minority 
races,  of  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  act. 

Because  of  the  historic  Supreme 
Court  decision  of  1954,  such  language  is 
no  longer  necessary  and  I  am  happy  to 
be  able  to  report  a  bill  which  deletes 
these  words.  Certainly  a  new  day  is 
dawning  in  our  great  land. 

The  other  amendments  presented 
were  recommended  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.  They  were  urged  by  the 
administrators  of  school  lunch  programs 
in  the  States. 

These  amendments  to  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act  would  revise  the 
formula  for  apportioning  cash  assist¬ 
ance  funds  to  States  to  base  it  on  the 
number  of  lunches  served  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  year  with  a  slightly  modified  assist¬ 
ance  need  factor.  Under  existing  law, 
funds  are  apportioned  on  the  basis  of 
total  school-age  population  and  assist¬ 
ance-need  rate.  The  assistance-need 
rate  recommended  is  based  upon  average 
annual  income.  These  States  where  the 
average  is  below  the  national  average 
would  receive  proportionately  larger 
grants. 
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Secondly,  it  would  provide  for  a  3- 
year  transition  to  the  new  formula.  Un¬ 
der  this  amendment,  the  first  year  75 
percent  of  the  cash  assistance  funds — 
other  than  section  11  funds — would  be 
apportioned  on  the  basis  of  the  old  for¬ 
mula  and  25  percent  on  the  basis  of  the 
new  formula.  The  next  year  would  be 
50  percent  old  formula  and  50  percent 
new  formula.  The  third  year  would  be 
25  percent  old  and  75  percent  new.  The 
fourth  year  would  be  completely  on  the 
new  formula. 

Thirdly,  it  would  change  the  formula 
for  the  division  of  State  apportionments 
between  public  and  private  schools — 
where  such  division  is  required — to  base 
it  on  the  number  of  lunches  served  in¬ 
stead  of  the  number  of  students. 

And  finally,  it  would  provide  for  spe¬ 
cial  assistance  to  certain  schools  to  help 
them  serve  free  or  reduced  price  lunches. 
The  conference  amendment  provided 
specific  criteria  for  determining  the  eli¬ 
gibility  of  these  schools  which  would  re¬ 
ceive  the  additional  assistance. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
provide  a  more  specific  formula  for  spe¬ 
cial  assistance  funds.  It  provides  for  a 
flat  3  percent  of  such  funds  being  ap¬ 
portioned  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Is¬ 
lands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa 
solely  on  the  basis  of  the  number  of  free 
or  reduced  price  lunches  served  during 
the  preceding  year,  except  that  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa  would  receive  $5,000  the 
first  year,  of  the  remaining  97  percent, 
at  least  half  would  be  apportioned  among 
the  remaining  States  on  the  basis  of  the 
number  of  free  or  reduced  price  lunches 
served  in  the  preceding  year  multiplied 
by  the  assistance  need  factor.  The  bal¬ 
ance  of  the  funds,  plus  any  initially  ap¬ 
portioned  funds  which  could  not  be  used, 
would  be  apportioned  on  the  same  basis 
to  States  justifying  a  need  for  further 
funds. 

Because  of  the  overwhelming  evidence 
which  we  have  received  through  testi¬ 
mony  and  the  apparent  success  reported 
by  the  Department  during  the  16  years 
this  program  has  been  in  operation  and 
the  growing  need  manifested  by  the 
children  and  youth  of  our  land,  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  this  conference  report 
today. 

Mr .  DANIELS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  conference  report  on 
H.R.  11665.  This  bill  makes  the  follow¬ 
ing  substantive  changes  in  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act. 

First,  the  allocation  formula  is  based 
upon  the  number  of  lunches  served  and 
the  assistance-need  rate  for  the  State. 
This  was  a  necessary  amendment  since 
under  existing  law,  the  higher  income 
States  were  in  better  position  to  provide 
lunches  for  their  school  population  than 
many  States  that  needed  the  lunches 
more.  The  assistance-need  rate,  based 
upon  average  annual  income,  would  ap¬ 
portion  funds  based  upon  the  number  of 
lunches  served  the  previous  year  and  on 
the  income  level  of  the  State. 

This  bill  would  also  provide  a  3-year 
transition  for  applying  the  new  for¬ 
mula — thus  giving  the  States  sufficient 
time  to  adjust  to  the  new  program. 

Provision  is  also  made  for  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  funds  between  public  and 


private  schools.  Because  certain  States 
may  not  contribute  directly  to  private  in¬ 
stitutions,  such  funds  must  be  distrib¬ 
uted  through  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture.  In  so  doing,  more  schoolchil¬ 
dren  may  profit  from  this  very  impor¬ 
tant  program. 

Through  the  special  assistance  fund, 
certain  schools  drawing  attendance  from 
areas  in  which  poor  economic  condi¬ 
tions  exist  and  which  are  not  financially 
able  will  be  able  to  operate  a  lunch  pro¬ 
gram  to  meet  the  needs  for  free  or  sub¬ 
stantially  reduced  price  lunches  among 
those  children  unable  to  pay  the  full 
price  of  the  lunch. 

I  am  likewise  happy  to  note  that  this 
bill  removes  the  language  referring  to 
separation  of  races  in  the  public  schools 
of  our  land.  While  I  was  serving  as  the 
chairman  of  the  Ad  Hoc  Subcommittee 
on  Integration  in  Federally  Assisted 
Education,  we  heard  testimony  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  regarding 
this  act.  I  feel  such  an  amendment 
would  make  this  law  consistent  with  the 
supreme  law  of  our  land. 

I  urge  the  passage  of  this  report. 

Mr.  FRELINGHUYSEN.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  conference 
report.  This  bill,  H.R.  11665,  as  it  has 
been  modified  by  action  of  this  House, 
and  the  Senate,  and  now  finally  by  the 
House-Senate  conferees,  is  in  my  opinion, 
a  carefully  drafted  piece  of  legislation. 
Under  its  provisions,  a  new  formula  will 
be  used  for  the  distribution  of  the  school 
lunch  funds  among  the  various  States. 
The  new  formula  will  distribute  funds  to 
the  States  on  the  basis  of  the  present 
participation  rate  and  the  assistance 
need  rate  of  a  State.  The  old  formula, 
I  might  add,  was  based  on  the  school 
age  population  and  the  per  capita  per¬ 
sonal  income  of  a  State.  We  can  expect 
a  fairer  distribution  of  the  cash  funds 
under  the  new  formula. 

The  impact  of  this  new  formula,  if 
there  is  any,  will  be  greatly  minimized 
through  the  conferees’  adoption  of  the 
Senate  amendment  which  provides  for 
a  3 -year  transition-  period  from  the 
present  method  of  apportioning  funds 
among  the  States  under  section  4  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  to  the  meth¬ 
od  provided  for  in  the  bill.  Thus,  for  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  75 
percent  of  such  funds  would  be  appor¬ 
tioned  under  the  old  method  and  25  per¬ 
cent  under  the  new  method.  For  the 
fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1963,  50 
percent  of  such  funds  would  be  appor¬ 
tioned  under  each  method.  For  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1964,  25  percent 
of  such  funds  would  be  apportioned  un¬ 
der  the  old  method  and  75  percent  under 
the  new  method.  Thereafter,  all  such 
funds  would  be  apportioned  among  such 
States  on  the  basis  of  the  new  method. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  will  recall  that 
at  the  time,  early  in  June,  when  H.R. 
11665  was  adopted  by  this  body,  I  was 
greatly  concerned  over  the  proposed 
language  of  section  11.  It  appeared  to 
me  that  there  was  an  absence  of  essential 
legislative  guidelines,  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  having  a  completely  free 
hand  to  administer  the  $10  million  in 
special  assistance  funds.  The  various 
States  would  receive,  or  not  receive, 


funds  as  the  Secretary  in  his  sole  dis¬ 
cretion  deemed  advisable. 

As  a  result  of  this  language,  which  I 
considered  defective,  I  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  establish  a  two-part  formula  for 
the  distribution  of  these  funds.  Under 
this  formula,  the  distribution  would  be 
based  upon,  first,  the  number  of  free  and 
reduced-price  lunches  served  during  the 
preceding  year  and,  second,  the  assist¬ 
ance  need  rate  of  a  State.  This  formula 
would  have  insured  certainty  and  com¬ 
plete  objectivity  in  the  distribution  of  the 
funds.  The  Agriculture  Department 
recognized  the  administrative  advantages 
of  this  formula,  and  supported  it.  Un¬ 
fortunately,  it  will  be  recalled  an  addi¬ 
tional  factor  was  adopted,  over  my  ob¬ 
jection,  which  would  have  had  the  effect 
of  once  again  removing  the  element  of 
certainty  from  the  distribution  of  the 
funds.  I  am  happy  to  report  that  this 
additional  factor  was  removed  from  the 
bill  by  the  Senate.  Their  action  was 
agreed  to  by  the  conferees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  conferees  now  pro¬ 
pose  that  section  11  funds  are  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  and  administered  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner:  After  3  percent  has  been 
taken  out  for  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa, 
not  less  than  50  percent  of  the  remainder 
shall  be  initially  apportioned  among  the 
States.  The  amounts  so  apportioned 
shall  then  be  held  for  the  States  until 
such  time  as  they  have  either  used  them, 
or  until  they  have  agreed  to  release  them 
back  to  the  Agriculture  Department. 
Then,  the  funds  so  returned  to  the  De¬ 
partment,  together  with  the  remaining 
unapportioned  funds,  shall  be  further 
apportioned  to  certain  States.  It  will  be 
necessary  for  a  State  first  to  request  ad¬ 
ditional  funds,  and  then  support  such  a 
request  with  a  statement  which  reflects 
that  they  have  schools  in  their  State 
which  they  deem  eligible  for  free  or  re¬ 
duced-price  lunches  and  which  schools, 
but  for  the  receipt  of  additional  funds, 
will  not  be  able  to  serve  such  lunches. 
Finally,  this  subsequent  apportionment 
will  be  made  among  those  States  who 
have  qualified  for  additional  funds  in  the 
same  manner  and  under  the  same  for¬ 
mula  as  the  first  apportionment. 

It  is  anticipated  that  once  this  pro¬ 
gram  gets  underway,  the  initial  appor¬ 
tionment  of  section  11  funds  will  take 
care  of  more  and  more  of  the  money 
until  finally  all,  or  nearly  all,  will  be 
initially  apportioned  and  then  held  in 
escrow,  so  to  speak,  until  it  is  completely 
used  by  a  State.  Very  little  will  be  re¬ 
turned  for  reapportionment  and  very 
little  will  be  held  back  by  the  Department 
for  a  subsequent  apportionment.  The 
need  for,  and  use  of,  the  apportioned 
funds  by  the  State  should  match  the 
amount  which  is  apportioned  to  such 
State  under  the  adopted  formula. 

One  other  minor  modification  adopted 
by  the  conference  makes  it  explicit  that 
any  maximum  per  lunch  amount  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  under  section  11 
shall  be  a  national  maximum  and  not 
one  that  will  vary  from  State  to  State 
or  school  to  school.  Again,  this  was  so 
far  as  I  know  the  intent  all  along.  The 
new  language  only  nails  down  such  in¬ 
tent.  / 
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Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill,  as 
adopted,  insures  that  the  distribution 
of  section  11  funds,  once  they  are  ap¬ 
portioned  to  a  State,  shall  be  to  the 
schools  which  the  State  determines  are 
eligible.  Of  course,  such  eligibility  shall 
be  determined  by  the  State  on  the  basis 
of  certain  prescribed  factors. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel 
that  H.R.  11665  as  finally  adopted  by 
the  conference  committee  is  a  good  bill. 
It  represents  careful  legislative  drafts¬ 
manship.  Appropriate  and  definite 
guidelines  have  been  established  for  the 
administering  agency.  I  believe  that  we 
can  take  pride  in  this  bill  and  that  all 
of  the  Members  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  in  both  Houses  of  Congress  can  feel 
confident  that  the  funds  which  we  are 
making  available  through  section  11  will 
be  distributed  and  administered  fairly 
and  that  they  will  be  used  to  meet  a 
need  which  must  be  met. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to.A 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  of 
the  House  may  have  5  legislative  days 
in  which  to  extend  their  remarks  in  the 
Record  immediately  following  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  this  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Smith!  ,  and  pending  that,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  803  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  consideration  of  S.  1123,  a 
bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  to  extend  the  child  labor  pro¬ 
visions  thereof  to  certain  children  em¬ 
ployed  in  agriculture,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  The  resolution  provides  an  open 
rule  with  1  hour  of  general  debate. 

The  exploitation  of  children  in  agri¬ 
culture  is  one  of  the  more  objectionable 
aspects  of  the  farm  labor  situation. 
Child  labor  has  all  but  disappeared  in 
industry,  but  it  is  still  very  much  in  evi¬ 
dence  on  some  of  our  industrialized 
farms.  Although  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  regulates  the  employment  of 
children  in  industry,  and  the  employ- 


wonder  if  all  youth  must  be  paid  to  work 
on  their  parents’  farm.  I  spent  some/bf 
my  younger  years  on  my  home  farmland 
I  do  not  ever  remember  being  employed, 
but  I  do  remember  being  out  therk  work¬ 
ing  a  good  long  while  during  th/thrash- 
ing  season  and  so  forth  when  L-was  about 
8  or  10  years  of  age  and  I  do  not  remem¬ 
ber  ever  getting  a  salary  for  it.  I  do  not 
think  it  hurt  me.  Now  /here  are  some 
more  restrictions  on  youth  being  em¬ 
ployed. 

There  are  some  supplemental  views, 
Mr.  Speaker.  The' supplemental  views 
are  signed  by  seven  Members.  Two 
amendments  were  offered  in  committee 
and  both  of  them  were  rejected,  and  I 
think  they  snould  be  brought  to  the 
attention  pi  the  House. 

The  finrt  amendment  would  require 
that  before  employment  could  be  found 
to  be  hazardous  by  the  Secretary  of  La¬ 
bor,  /  must  be  connected  with  or  in¬ 
volved  with  operation  of  power-driven 
machinery.  As  presently  provided,  the 


ment  of  children  in  agriculture  during  bill  would  permit  the  Secretary  to  find 
ichool  hours,  there  is  no  age  limit  for  any  type  of  employment  is  hazardous, 
employment  of  children  in  agricul-/  it  is  conceivable  that  the  Secretary  can 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  on  rollcall  No.  266  I  am  recorded 
as  being  absent.  I  was  present  and  an¬ 
swered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Record  and  Journal 
be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cal¬ 
ifornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


outside  school  hours,  nor  is  there 
protection  afforded  these  youngster/in 
the  event  of  personal  injury.  / 

S.  1123  seeks  to  extend  the  child' labor 
provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  so  as  to  correct  and/or 
eliminate  labor  conditions  detrimental  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  minimum  stand¬ 
ard  of  living  necessary  for  health,  ef¬ 
ficiency,  and  general  wpil-being  of  cer¬ 
tain  children  employed/in  agriculture. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  m;ge  -the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution 

Mr.  SMITH  j6f  'California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield/myselr\such  time  as  I 
may  consume./  "  \ 

(Mr.  SMIlTi  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.)  \ 

Mr.  ^MITH  of  California,  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  stated  by  the  gentleman 
from /California,  House  Resolution  803  is 
an  open  rule  providing  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  S.  1123,  with  1  hourX>f 


EMPLOYMENT  OF  CHILDREN  IN 
AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  SISK.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  directic 
of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call/up 
House  Resolution  803  and  ask  for  it/im¬ 
mediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution/  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoj/tion  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  ordertto  move  that 
the  House  resolve  Itself  into/the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S. 
1123)  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  to  extend/the  child  labor  pro¬ 
visions  thereof  to  certain  children  employed 
in  agriculture,  ana  for  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  bill/ and  shall  continue  not  to 
exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and/Labor,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
nents  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 


sneral  debate^ 


I  will  agree  with  the  statement  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Sisk], 
in  explanation  of  this  bill  and  ask  to  be 
associated  with  it.  In  addition  thereto, 
Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  state  that  this 
particular  bill  permits  the  child  to  be 
employed  in  agricultural  work  outside  of 
school  hours.  First,  if  he  is  employed 
by  his  parents  on  the  home  farm  or, 
second,  if  he  is  14  years  of  age  or  over  or, 
third,  if  he  is  between  12  and  14  years  of 
age  and  works  within  25  miles  of  his 
home  with  the  written  consent  of  his 
parents.  Frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  a 
little  bit  confused  with  some  of  these 
bills.  We  have  the  Youth  Delinquency 
Act  which  attempts  to  find  out  why  we 
have  so  many  youthful  delinquents, 
figuring  maybe  we  do  not  have  enough 
education  or  schools.  Then  we  have  the 
Youth  Conservation  Act  which  tries  to 
tell  us  about  12,000  youth  needing  em¬ 
ployment.  Now  we  come  along  with  a 
bill  here  which  is  just  another  restriction 
on  the  right  of  youth  to  get  work.  When 
I  read  the  statement  “if  he  is  employed 
by  his  parents  on  the  home '  farm,”  I 


\ 


find  picking  fruit,  hoeing  corn,  or  riding 
horses  is  hazardous  and  then  this  type 
of  work  would  be  denied  to  all  youth  un¬ 
der  16  years  of  age  except  those  em¬ 
ployed  by  a  parent. 

The  second  amendment  would  permit 
a  youth  12  years  of  age  or  over  to  be  em¬ 
ployed  if  he  is  employed  with  and  under 
the  direct  control  of  his  parent. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  8  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
GubserI. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  repre¬ 
sent  a  county  which  ranks  15th  in  this 
Nation  in  agricultural  production.  Al¬ 
most  all  of  this  production  is  of  the  type 
called  specialty  crops  which  are  har¬ 
vested  by  what  is  commonly  referred  to 
as  stoop  labor,  including  children,  af¬ 
fected  by  this  law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  becoming  increas¬ 
ingly  resentful  of  the  exaggerated,  false, 
and  untrue  statements  that  are  being 
made  about  the  fanners  I  represent.  We 
are  not  slave  drivers,  we  are  not  Simon 
sLegrees  who  seek  to  exploit  little  chil¬ 
dren.  We  really  are  quite  human  and 
w\  are  quite  decently  motivated.  I  am 
tired  of  articles  like  the  one  that  ap¬ 
peared  on  page  3  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port.  'Just  let  me  read  it  to  you.  This 
is  an  article  quoted  from  the  November 
1960  issoila  of  Good  Housekeeping.  It 
says :  \ 

We  saw  doz&ns  of  kids  as  young  as  7  pick¬ 
ing  potatoes  uh/.er  a  blistering  sun.  They 
were  performing  hard,  adult  labor,  working 
rapidly,  mechanically,  without  pause,  drip¬ 
ping  sweat  as  they\stripped  potatoes  from 
the  plant 

Then  it  goes  on  to  s^s 

They  picked  in  silence, 'with  intense  con¬ 
centration.  They  stooped,  crawled,  and 
stretched,  taking  no  time  forSrest  or  chatter, 
except  when  the  machine  broke  down. 

These  potatoes  were  admittedly  har¬ 
vested  by  machine.  And  I  would  like  to 
see  anybody  strip  a  potato  from\  plant 
that  has  been  so  harvested. 

This  author  did  not  know  what  heNvas 
talking  about.  He  did  not  see  whatN^e 
wrote  about.  It  is  exaggerated;  it  is  no 
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time.  Potatoes  grow  underground,  they 
arejpart  of  the  root,  and  when  the  ma¬ 
chine  turns  them  up  they  are  separated 
from  the  root  and  all  you  do  is  pick  them 
up  and  put  them  in  a  sack.  This  is  an 
exaggerated  report  which  has  been 
printed  iri\a  committee  report  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  GROSSL  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yiela? 

Mr.  GUBSER.\I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS,  perhaps  Mr.  Farrell 
found  some  new  bteed  of  potato  that 
grew  on  trees  or  bushes  or  something  of 
that  kind. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  It  is  an  absurd,  exag¬ 
gerated  report.  \ 

Mr.  GROSS.  Apparently,  he  believes 
potatoes  are  picked  off  buslies. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  The  sad  part,  is  that  a 
lot  of  people  will  believe  this  Xnd  will 
draw  a  false  conclusion. 

I  have  a  strong  objection  to  one\por- 
tion  of  this  bill,  and  that  is  the  portion 
which  would  prevent  a  child  from  work¬ 
ing  under  the  direct  supervision  of  his 
parents.  If  we  remove  that  I  could  con¬ 
scientiously  support  the  bill;  otherwise  I 
cannot,  and  I  cannot  for  three  reasons: 

First,  of  all,  I  sincerely  believe  that 
an  honest  day’s  work  by  a  youngster,  no 
matter  how  tender  his  age,  is  the  great¬ 
est  character  builder  a  child  can  have. 
As  I  look  around  this  House  I  see  25  or 
30  Members  who  have  risen  to  the  point 
of  being  Representatives  in  Congress, 
and  I  will  bet  you  they  worked  on  a  farm 
before  they  reached  the  age  of  12.  My 
dad  worked  on  a  farm  when  he  was  6. 
I  worked  when  I  was  6.  I  have  a  daugh¬ 
ter  who  worked  when  she  was  8,  cutting 
apricots.  In  those  three  generations 
there  is  not  one  who  has  ever  been  in 
jail,  there  is  not  one  who  has  ever  been 
a  juvenile  delinquent,  there  is  not  one 
who  has  been  on  relief,  and  there  is  not 
one  of  us  who  has  not  been  proud  we 
could  do  an  honest  day’s  work. 

We  worry  about  juvenile  delinquency. 
I  am  telling  you  the  greatest  deterrent 
to  juvenile  delinquency  is  the  honor  and 
privilege  of  doing  an  honest  day’s  work. 

My  second  objection  to  this  bill  is  that 
it  would  substitute  Government  judg¬ 
ment  for  parental  judgment.  Have  we 
come  to  the  point  where  we  can  sit  hers 
in  this  body  and  say  to  a  legal  parent 
of  a  child  that  we  know  better  what  is 
best  for  lois  child  than  he  does?  /Must 
the  Government  substitute  its  judgment 
for  that  of  the  parent?  If  so,  iWw  much 
further  are  we  going?  Will/we  even¬ 
tually  take  children  from  parents  and 
organize  them  into  youth  corps? 

The  third  reason  I  object  to  this  bill 
is  that  it  denies  the  parent  the  right  to 
have  his  child  help  hjfti  in  undertaking 
to  raise  a  family,  aira  will  deny  needed 
and  necessary  incjzfme  to  thousands  of 
migratory  worker/  I  do  not  think  there 
is  a  prune  orchard  in  Santa  Clara 
County  where/Kids  of  8,  9,  and  10  years 
do  not  worjr  more  easily  than  adults. 
They  are  dot  taken  from  school — they 
work  no  harder  than  they  would  play — 
they  arpnot  harmed.  In  fact  almost  all 
of  us  in  Santa  Clara  County  started  out 
picking  prunes.  Why  deny  these  families 
who  live  in  the  wintertime  on  what  they 
e#rn  in  the  summertime  the  opportunity 


of  participating  as  a  family  in  support¬ 
ing  the  family? 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  'conclude  that  the 
portion  of  the  bill  which  denies  the  par¬ 
ent  control  of  his  child  and  denies  the 
right  of  that  child  to  work  for  his  parent 
or  under  the  direction  of  his  parent 
should  be  removed  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  All  of  our  child  labor 
laws  deprive  the  parent  of  the  so-called 
right  to  make  the  child  do  labor  deleteri¬ 
ous  to  his  health.  That  is  the  basis  of 
all  child  labor  laws. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Has  the  gentleman 
ever  lived  on  a  farm? 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  do  not  think  that 
is  relevant  to  this  discussion. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  think  it  is.  I  have 
never  lived  in  the  city  or  in  the  coal¬ 
fields,  but  I  know  there  is  a  big  differ¬ 
ence  between  hoeing  a  row  of  onions  and 
picking  a  few  tomatoes  and  in  going 
down  into  the  hazardous  mines  to  work. 

have  worked  all  my  life  and  it  did  not 
h'Urt  me,  and  so  did  others  in  this  Chamy 
ber\and  it  did  not  hurt  them.  Theye 
must-have  been  a  reason  for  exempting 
agriculture  and  the  reason  is  that  ^sfgri- 
culturahemployment  is  different., 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  am  not  argynng  the 
beneficial  aspects  of  farm  work  but  I 
think  our  child  labor  laws  should  be  en¬ 
forced,  not  abolished. 

Mr.  GUBSEFL  If  the/gentleman  is 
willing  to  conceae  that  the  right  of  the 
parent  to  have  Government  control  over 
his  child  is  paramounx,  he  may  go  along 
and  concede  that.  /But  I  am  going  to 
resist  extension  of/xhatright. 

Mr.  JOELSOKk  I  believe  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  to  /Protect  children  against 
parents  sometimes. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Would  theNgentleman 
suggest  that  we  make  Government  wards 
of  all  children  of  underprivileged  par¬ 
ents? 

Mr/  JOELSON.  No.  I  did  no\  say 
th gt  and  I  do  not  suggest  it. 

[r.  GUBSER.  Is  the  gentleman  suk- 
festing  that  we  here  are  superior  ir 
'judgment  to  the  parent  of  a  child  and ' 
that  our  love  for  a  child  is  greater  than 
the  love  of  his  parent?  What  right  have 
we  to  say  this? 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  did  not  state  that. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  The  gentleman  is  for¬ 
getting  that  human  love  and  human  af¬ 
fection  still  exists  and  Government  can’t 
ever  be  a  substitute. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Is  the  gentleman  sug¬ 
gesting  a  court  cannot  protect  a  child 
from  the  neglect  or  cruelty  of  his  own 
parents? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Ful¬ 
ton]. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
good  to  have  a  difference  of  opinion,  and 
we  have  a  difference  of  opinion  right  in 
the  Republican  Party.  I  just  as  strongly 
support  the  bill.  I  think  it  is  fine  legis¬ 
lation,  and  I  believe  the  House  should 
pass  S.  1123,  the  reason  being  many  of 


these  migrant  children  do  not  have  the 
opportunity  for  education.  If  that  smaf 
amount  of  money  going  into  the  famil 
income  from  the  child’s  earnings  i/at 
the  expense  of  the  child  being  educated, 
then  I  think  the  balance  is  in  favor  of 
the  child’s  education. 

I  therefore  recommend  that  tfie  House 
pass  this  bill,  because  these  /Children  of 
migrant  workers  in  many  eases  are  not 
given  adequate  educational  opportuni¬ 
ties.  To  me  it  is  a  matter  of  each  child 
having  an  equal  opportunity.  When  I 
saw  some  of  these  migrant  workers  and 
saw  the  condition/  under  which  they 
have  to  live,  likewise  the  low  rates  of 
pay,  obviously  /these  families  are  not 
given  the  sam/  opportunity  as  some  of 
the  rest  of  us/ 

Having  a/farm,  although  my  father 
happened- to  be  the  head  of  a  bank,  I 
cannot  claim  to  have  been  a  struggling 
farm  p'oy  as  many  cite  with  pride,  but 
I  any-concerned  deeply  about  our  U.S. 
migratory  children,  and  want  them  to 
hytve  good  chances  for  equal  opportunity 
ind  progress.  I  can  tell  you  what  hap¬ 
pens  to  migratory  workers’  children  in 
the  East  and  some  Western  States  I  have 
seen  with  my  own  eyes,  and  we  certainly 
need  the  extreme  hardship  situations 
cleared  up. 

The  most  compelling  reasons  for  en¬ 
acting  the  bill  S.  1123  are  two.  First,  the 
bill  frees  many  children  from  the  bur¬ 
densome  and  dangerous  aspects  of  farm 
employment.  Second,  the  bill  enables 
these  children  to  take  fuller  advantage 
of  the  educational  opportunities  avail¬ 
able  to  them.  This  educational  aspect  of 
the  bill  particularly  helps  the  children 
of  migratory  farm  workers.  Such  chil¬ 
dren  must  at  best  be  enrolled  in  several 
different  schools  during  the  year  as  their 
parents  follow  the  crops,  and  as  a  result 
they  suffer  from  a  severe  educational 
handicap. 

I  think  -we  should  point  out  here  that 
the  bill  is  aimed  to  help  chiefly  migra¬ 
tory  children  of  migratory  families,  and 
to  abolish  child  sweatshop  conditions  in 
agriculture  just  as  our  progressive  legis¬ 
lators  have  aimed  to  accomplish  in 
manufacturing  and  industry.  This  leg¬ 
islation  is  not  aimed  at  taking  away  the 
parental  care  of  any  child  of  a  settled 
or migratory  worker. 

That  would  seem  to  me  to  be  a  pretty 
good  Rule,  because  it  would  permit  the 
child  to'.ffo  with  the  family  in  the  morn¬ 
ing  a  distance  of  25  miles  and  come  back 
in  the  evening,  if  need  be,  a  distance  of 
another  25  \iiles,  or  50  miles  of  travel¬ 
ing  during  th\course  of  the  day,  in  case 
the  family  musy  commute  to  work  each 
day. 

Personally,  had  Ebeen  writing  the  leg¬ 
islation,  I  would  have  made  that  short¬ 
er,  because  I  think  that  amount  of  travel 
is  a  hardship  on  a  child  who  works  all 
day  and  who  has  just  turned  12  years 
of  age. 

Mr.  Speaker,  might  I  poiht  out  in  the 
committee  report,  what  I  believe  to  be 
an  error?  Would  the  gentleman  from 
California  the  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  look  at  the  committee  report?  I 
believe  you  have  an  error.  Woulck  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  the  chair- 
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To  revise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  fmuis  among  t lie  States 
under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it.  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Representative s  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  3  of  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“aI*X*KOI*HIATIONS  AUTIIOH1S5KD 

“Sue.  3.  For  each  fiscal  year  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated,  out  of  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
such  sums  as  may  lie  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  ‘Secretary’)  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  other  than  section  11.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  4  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“a1’I*OUTK)N MENT8  TO  STATES 

“Sec.  4.  The  sums  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  pursuant  to  the 
authorization  contained  in  section  3  of  this  Act,  excluding  the  sum 
specified  in  section  5,  shall  lie  available  to  the  Secretary  for  supplying 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  for  the  program  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  appor¬ 
tion  among  the  States  during  each  fiscal  year  not  less  than  75  per 
centum  of  the  funds  made  available  for  such  year  for  supplying 
agricultural  commodities  and  other  foods  under  the  provisions  of 
section  3  of  this  Act.  Apportionment,  among  the  States  shall  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  two  factors:  (1)  the  participation  rate  for  the 
State,  and  (2)  the  assistance  need  rate  for  t he  State.  The  amount 
of  apportionment  to  any  State  shall  l>e  determined  by  the  following 
method:  First,  determine  an  index  for  the  State  by  multiplying  fac¬ 
tors  (1)  and  (2)  ;  second,  divide  this  indfex  by  the  sum  of  the  indices 
for  all  the  States  (exclusive  of  American  Samoa  for  periods  ending 
before  July  1,  1967)  ;  and  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the 
total  funds  to  be  apportioned.  If  any  State  cannot  utilize  all  funds 
so  apportioned  to  it,  or  if  additional  funds  are  made  available  under 
section  3  for  apportionment  among  the  States,  the  Secretary  shall 
make  further  apportionments  to  the  remaining  States  in  the  same 
manner.  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  section, 
Ml  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  three-quarters  of  any 
funds  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  such  fiscal  year,  and  one-quarter 
of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  sentences  of  this  section,  (2)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July 
1,  1963,  one-half  of  any  funds  available  for  apportionment  among 
the  States  shall  lie  apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  fiscal 
year  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  one-half  of  any  such  funds  shall  be 
apportioned  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  (3)  for  the  fiscal  year  beginning  July  1,  1964,  one-quarter  of 
any  funds  available  for  apportionment  among  the  States  shall  be 
apportioned  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  beginning 
July  1, 1962,  and  three-quarters  of  any  such  funds  shall  be  apportioned 
in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  sentences  of  this  section,  and  (4) 
for  the  five  fiscal  years  in  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1962,  and  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1967,  the  amount  apportioned  to  American  Samoa  shall 
he  $25,000  each  year,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the 
funds  available  for  apportionment  in  determining  the  amounts  to  be 
apportioned  to  the  other  States.” 
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Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  thereof. 

(b)  Section  6  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “and  less  the  amount  apportioned  to  him  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tions  4,  5,  and  10”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “,  less 
the  amount  apportioned  by  him  pursuant  to  sections  4,  5,  and  10,  and 
less  the  amount  appropriated  pursuant  to  section  11”. 

Sec.  4.  Section  10  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “the  same  proportion  of  the  funds  as  the  number  of  chil¬ 
dren  between  the  ages  of  5  and  17,  inclusive,  attending  nonprofit  pri¬ 
vate  schools  within  the  State,  is  of  the  total  number  of  persons  of  those 
ages  within  the  State  attending  school”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following :  “an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds 
as  the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit 
private  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  within 
the  State,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  bears  to  the  participation 
rate  for  the  State”.  I 

Sec.  5.  Section  11  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  redesignated  v 
as  section  12  and  subsections  (c)  and  (d)  thereof  are  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(c)  In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  neither  the  Secre¬ 
tary  nor  the  State  shall  impose  any  requirement  with  respect  to  teach¬ 
ing  personnel,  curriculum,  instruction,  methods  of  instruction,  and 
materials  of  instruction  in  any  school. 

“(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

“(1)  ‘State’  means  any  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  or  American  Samoa. 

“(2)  ‘State  educational  agency’  means,  as  the  State  legislature 
may  determine,  (A)  the  chief  State  school  officer  (such  as  the 
State  superintendent  of  public  instruction,  commissioner  of  edu¬ 
cation,  or  similar  officer),  or  (B)  a  board  of  education  controlling 
the  State  department  of  education. 

“(3)  ‘Nonprofit  private  school’  means  any  private  school 
exempt  from  income  tax  under  section  501(c)  (3)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954. 

“(4)  ‘Nonfood  assistance’  means  equipment  used  by  schools  in 
storing,  preparing,  or  serving  food  for  schoolchildren. 

“(5)  ‘Participation  rate’  for  a  State  means  a  number  equal  to  ( 
the  number  of  lunches,  consisting  of  a  combination  of  foods  and 
meeting  the  minimum  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  section  9,  served  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  the  State,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary. 

“(6)  ‘Assistance  need  rate’  (A)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having 
an  average  annual  per  capita  income  equal  to  or  greater  than  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the  States,  shall  be  5; 
and  (B)  in  the  case  of  any  State  having  an  average  annual  per 
capita  income  less  than  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for 
all  the  States,  shall  be  the  product  of  5  and  the  quotient  obtained 
by  dividing  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  all  the 
States  by  the  average  annual  per  capita  income  for  such  State, 
except  that  such  product  may  not  exceed  9  for  any  such  State. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  paragraph  (i)  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  any  State  and  for  all  the  States  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  on  the  basis  of  the  average  annual  per 
capita  income  for  each  State  and  for  all  the  States  for  the  three 
most  recent  years  for  which  such  data  are  available  and  certified 
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to  the  Secretary  by  the  Department  of  Commerce;  and  (ii)  the 
average  annual  per  capita  income  for  American  Samoa  shall  be 
disregarded  in  determining  the  average  annual  per  capita  income 
for  all  the  States  for  periods  ending  before  July  1,  1967. 

“(7)  ‘School’  means  any  public  or  nonprofit  private  school  of 
high  school  grade  or  under  and,  with  respect  to  Puerto  Rico, 
shall  also  include  nonprofit  child-care  centers  certified  as  such 
by  the  Governor  of  Puerto  Rico.” 

Sec.  6.  The  National  School  Lunch  Act  is  further  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after  section  10  thereof  the  following  new  42  use  1759. 
section : 

“special  assistance 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  Ante,  p.  945. 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  for  each  succeeding  fiscal  year  to  provide  special 
assistance  to  schools  drawing  attendance  from  areas  in  which  poor 
economic  conditions  exist,  for  the  purpose  of  helping  such  schools 
to  meet  the  requirement  of  section  9  of  this  Act  concerning  the  serv¬ 
ice  of  lunches  to  children  unable  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  such  lunches. 

“(b)  Of  the  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  section  for  any 
fiscal  year,  3  per  centum  shall  be  available  for  apportionment  to 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  From 
the  funds  so  available  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  to  each  such 
State  an  amount  which  bears  the  same  ratio  to  the  total  of  such  funds 
as  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance 
with  section  9  of  this  Act  in  such  State  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
bears  to  the  total  number  of  such  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served 
in  all  such  States  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year :  Provided ,  That  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $5,000  shall  be  apportioned  to  Amer¬ 
ican  Samoa,  which  amount  shall  be  first  deducted  from  the  total 
amount  available  for  apportionment  under  this  subsection.  If  any 
such  State  cannot  utilize  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  all  of  the 
funds  apportioned  to  it,  the  Secretary  shall  make  further  apportion¬ 
ment  on  the  same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  any  such  States 
which  justify  the  need  for  additional  funds  for  such  purposes. 

“(c)  Of  the  remaining  sums  appropriated  pursuant  to  this  sect  ion  for 
any  fiscal  year,  not  less  than  50  per  centum  shall  be  apportioned  among 
States,  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and  Ameri¬ 
can  Samoa,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  factors  for  each  State:  (1) 

)  the  number  of  free  or  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with 
section  9  of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  and  (2)  the  assistance 
need  rate.  These  factors  shall  be  applied  in  the  following  manner: 

First,  determine  an  index  for  each  State  by  multiplying  factors  (1) 
and  (2)  ;  second,  divide  this  index  by  the  sum  of  the  indices  for  all 
such  States;  and,  third,  apply  the  figure  thus  obtained  to  the  total 
funds  to  be  apportioned.  Any  funds  so  initially  apportioned  which 
cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  by  the  State  to  which 
apportioned,  together  with  the  remainder  of  the  funds  available  under 
this  subsection,  shall  be  further  apportioned  by  the  Secretary  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  initial  apportionment  to  such  States  which  justify 
on  the  basis  of  operating  experience  the  need  for  additional  funds  to 
meet  the  need  of  students  m  such  States  for  free  or  reduced-price 
lunches  in  schools  deemed  eligible  by  their  State  educational  agencies 
for  special  assistance  in  accordance  with  the  factors  set  forth  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (e)  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Payment  of  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  under  this 
section  shall  be  made  as  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  section  7  of  42  use  1756. 
the  Act. 
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“(e)  Funds  paid  to  any  State  during  any  fiscal  year  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  disbursed  to  selected  schools  in  such  State  to 
assist  such  schools  in  the  purchase  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
other  foods.  The  selection  of  schools  and  the  amounts  of  funds  that 
each  shall  from  time  to  time  receive  (within  a  maximum  per  lunch 
amount  established  by  the  Secretary  for  all  the  States)  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  State  educational  agency  on  'the  basis  of  the  following 
factors:  (1)  The  economic  condition  of  the  area  from  which  such 
schools  draw  attendance;  (2)  the  needs  of  pupils  in  such  schools  for 
free  or  reduced-price  lunches;  (3)  the  percentages  of  free  and  reduced- 
price  lunches  being  served  in  such  schools  to  their  pupils;  (4)  the  pre¬ 
vailing  price  of  lunches  in  such  schools  as  compared  with  the  average 
prevailing  price  of  lunches  served  in  the  State  under  this  Act;  and 
(5)  the  need  of  such  schools  for  additional  assistance  as  reflected  by  the 
financial  position  of  the  school  lunch  programs  in  such  schools. 

“(f)  It  in  any  State  the  State  educational  agency  is  not  permitted 
by  law  to  disburse  funds  paid  to  it  under  this  Act  to  nonprofit  private 
schools  in  the  State,  the  Secretary  shall  withhold  from  the  funds 
apportioned  to  such  State  under  subsections  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  section 
an  amount  which  tiears  the  same  ratio  to  such  funds  as  the  number 
of  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  in  accordance  with  section  9 
of  this  Act  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year  by  all  nonprofit  private  schools 
participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in  such  State  bears  to 
the  number  of  such  free  and  reduced-price  lunches  served  during  such 
year  by  all  schools  participating  in  the  program  under  this  Act  in 
such  State.  The  Secretary  shall  disburse  the  funds  so  withheld 
directly  to  the  nonprofit  private  schools  within  such  State  for  the 
same  purposes  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  applicable  to 
a  State  educational  agency  disbursing  funds  under  this  section. 

“(g)  In  carrying  out  this  section,  the  terms  and  conditions  govern¬ 
ing  the  operation  of  the  school  lunch  program  set  forth  in  other  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  Act,  including  those  applicable  to  funds  apportioned  or 
paid  pursuant  to  sections  4  or  5  but  excluding  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  7  relating  to  matching,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  extent  they  are 
not  inconsistent  with  the  express  requirements  of  this  section.” 

Approved  October  15,  1962. 


GPO  8  5139 


